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Abstract
This thesis presents a study of the concept, ownership and impact of Information Literacy (IL) in Higher Education in Ireland. More specifically, it explores IL not just as a library skill but as a literacy which is critical for learning in Higher Education and beyond. In this work, a trans-disciplinary dialogue is created that takes IL from its traditional ‘home’ in Library and Information Science and brings it into the broader field of Education studies.  This process, of moving a concept from one discipline to another, required the creation of a theoretical channel between the two disciplines.  Bernstein’s (1973;1975) Pedagogic Device was deemed an appropriate lens through which to examine the theoretical channel as it provided a lens through which IL could be explored as literacy in Higher Education thus connecting it with Education Studies and beginning to justify IL’s placement within the Education community. Experiences of IL as shared by Academic Staff, Student Services Staff, Library staff, Students and International Key Informants were analyzed to present a holistic, rich and varied picture of its concept, ownership and impact. The evolution of the concept is presented in parallel with changing information landscapes and wider socioeconomic developments in Education.  
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Information literacy is a natural extension of the concept of literacy in our information society, and information literacy education is the catalyst required to transform the information society of today into the learning society of tomorrow (Bruce, 2004:1)


This thesis investigates the development of the concept of Information Literacy (IL), ownership of IL and the impact IL is having in Higher Education (HE) generally but specifically in the case of Ireland. These three areas are central components of the overall research questions in this thesis. The key research focus and questions of this thesis are: What is IL, how is the concept developing, who owns it and what impact is it having on learning? 

From a theoretical perspective, the thesis explores the concept’s development since its inception in 1974. This is achieved by merging theory from two separate but not unrelated disciplines i.e. Library and Information Science (LIS), and Education. Other theoretical perspectives are also utilised e.g. geography, in addition to empirical research findings that document critically relevant issues (e.g. students’ levels of information literacy, Brabazon, 2007). This trans-disciplinary dialogue, outlined in 2.4.3 in Chapter Two attempts to bring the issue of IL out of its longstanding disciplinary home of LIS and into the field of Education studies. This attempt is driven and supported using Bernstein’s theory on classification and framing of educational knowledge (1975). Bernstein provides a contextual framework for this work. Of specific interest to this thesis is his Pedagogic Device work related to classification, distribution, transmission and evaluation of educational knowledge. His research into curriculum as what counts as knowledge, pedagogy as what counts as transmission of knowledge and evaluation as what counts as realization of knowledge on the part of those taught provides a framework within which to situate IL and to consider how IL fits into the wider educational and pedagogical debate. This is particularly useful in order to further explore the perception of IL in a broader educational context.  

The role of the librarian is a central consideration within the overall work. When considering IL, where are librarians placed? Is IL a teaching concept or a library concept? Indeed are libraries and IL critical to curriculum and HE or are they of parallel interest with no direct impact? 

My interest in this topic arises from my own work as an academic librarian. On a daily basis, students struggle to find, use, evaluate and manage information for their coursework. This struggle is not confined to students but also extends to academic staff who find it difficult to keep up with the vast amount of information now available online and in directing their students to the best quality information. These challenges emerged in more recent years with the vast amount of information available via online databases and with the rise of newer information sources such as social media. As the massive growth in information continues this challenge remains. Of immediate interest to this thesis is the impact that these struggles are having on the teaching and learning experience of those in Higher Education and the consequences of these challenges for those involved. 

Research for this thesis was conducted with a number of staff and students from mainly one Higher Education site in Ireland constituting the main sample. This research is situated in the context of one institute in question (IIQ) and with a number of international key informants. A qualitative approach was employed for the study and the research instruments used were semi structured interviews and focus groups. This decision is discussed in Chapter Three in great detail. 

The thesis is presented as follows. The current chapter provides an introduction to the work. Chapter Two follows with a Literature review and Conceptual Framework. The Methodology forms Chapter Three. Chapters Four to Six present the findings and separately examine (4) Concept of IL, (5) Ownership of IL, (6) Impact of IL. A Discussion Chapter is provided in Chapter 7 and a Conclusion in Chapter 8. 


























As indicated in the Introduction the current chapter explores, through a literature review, the development of the concept of Information Literacy (IL) since its inception in 1974. It also situates IL in the wider literature from Library and Information Science and Education. Perspectives from other disciplinary fields are also used thus providing a trans-disciplinary dialogue which is critical since one aim of the research is to bring Information Literacy out of the LIS debate and into the broader realm of Education conversations.  In order to situate this thesis in current thinking about IL and in order to link the literature with my research questions this chapter serves three key functions.  

The first of these is to investigate Information Literacy as a concept and, drawing on the literature, to suggest what IL means. This is important as clarity around the concept, insofar as that is possible, is an essential underpinning of the thesis and the research processes/procedures.  A discussion of the terminology used to conceptualise Information Literacy is provided and differences in meaning across various contexts are also explored.  Specifically, three international perspectives are examined, namely, the United States (USA), Australia and the United Kingdom (UK), before the situation regarding IL in Ireland is considered.   

The second function of this chapter is to critically examine, as outlined in the literature, the role of the Library and the Librarian with regard to IL.  Furthermore, this section describes in detail the literature within which this research is situated. By doing this, the trans-disciplinary dialogue begins and carves out a niche for IL in the wider Education literature. 

The third function is to outline the Conceptual Framework. This section provides the lens for this research by positing one key critical theoretical position; that of Bernstein’s Pedagogic Device (1975). 

Critically, while the literature review informs this research it also locates this research within the under-developed dialogue between Library and Information Science and Education. Furthermore, this research will contribute to a niche underdeveloped area that can both inform existing research and outline further potential research in this area by presenting findings unique to an Irish context; exploring a trans-disciplinary dialogue and using the Pedagogic Device to situate IL in a wider educational context. 

2.2 Information Literacy 
The most widely acknowledged first mention of the concept of information literacy is attributed to Kurkowski (1974).  He noted that:
Information is not knowledge; it is concepts or ideas which enter a person’s field of perception, are evaluated and assimilated reinforcing or changing the individual’s concept of reality and/or ability to act. (Kurkowski, 1974: P1)
Yet, despite its forty year heritage, discussions continue to surround the concept of Information Literacy, especially in the field of LIS.  The American Library Association (ALA) in 1989 defined IL narrowly as a set of skills needed to find, retrieve, analyse and use information (ALA, 1989).  However, since the 1980s, the importance of this skill set has been re-evaluated.  Globally, the IL set of skills as outlined above are deemed an important prerequisite for democratic participation (Bruce 2002, 2004, Johnston & Webber, 2005) particularly given the significant technological changes which have occurred prompting rapidly emerging information and information sources (ACRL).  The changing nature of information landscapes which are now both highly complex and ubiquitous presents individuals with daily challenges and choices across their education, work and social spheres.  Consequently, the need for information literacy is paramount and I would argue that it could be viewed as a continuum. Fundamentally, the development of IL can contribute to developing critical thinking skills and enabling life-long learning and these skills are more nuanced than the definition may imply. Indeed in this chapter the definition of IL is explored and concepts are considered from those which describe it as a library skill to concepts aligned with knowledge creation. 

Kurkowski (1974) in his work profiling the information environment, relationships and priorities, identified emerging information resources (e.g. indexing databases), traditional library relations, emerging library sectors and those in transition.  He also identified a need to recognise the link between libraries and industry. Furthermore, the role of information and the impact of individuals’ information seeking activities and behaviour were highlighted.  Of particular interest was how people’s information seeking behaviour adapts depending on their purpose,  access routes to information/information sources and the different ways that they engage with those access routes.  The role of publishers and industry, and the implications of technology, were also considered in terms of how information is actually produced.  Kurkowski (1974) also noted how information is recorded and made available, and proposed retraining the entire population to enable mass Information Literacy.  In order to equip all US citizens with such skills, Kurkowski (1974) proposed that the mass training of the population in Information Literacy be the responsibility of the National Commission on Libraries and Information Science (NCLIS).

Kurkowski’s proposals did not go uncriticised. Webber & Johnston (2000) who charted the development of Information Literacy in the USA in the 1970s and 1980s suggested that Kurkowski had an interest in increasing the market share for his members’ electronic information products (Webber & Johnston, 2000, P381).  Webber noted key milestones including the linkage of IL to democratic ideals during the 1970s and the acceleration of interest in IL in the 1980s in response to the recognition that computers and networks were set to revolutionise the field of information management and communication.  Indeed concerns of this nature at this time led to the establishment of the National Forum on Information Literacy (NFIL) in 1989 and the Institute for Information Literacy (IIL, formerly the National Information Literacy Institute) in 1998 (Webber & Johnston, 2000, P382). Webber also noted the decision of the ALA to place IL in the Library and Information Science discipline in 1989.  Kapitzke (2003) argued that the term IL was created when library science advocates failed in having college curricula formally adopt and integrate bibliographic instruction into programmes. She argued that as schools and libraries became more technologised, those involved in the pedagogy around the technology “distanced” their literacy from that of computer literacy. Indeed she went onto raise the point that “the male dominated information technology paradigm became the “other” upon which the feminised library profession constructed its political identity as educational “knowledge managers” and information brokers” (Kapitzke, 2003, P3).  The relationship between information and power in the 1970s is also alluded to by Pinto et al (2010), referring to a quote from that time which said “all men are created equal but voters with information resources are in a position to make more intelligent decisions” (Pinto, 2010, P17). More current criticism comes from Virkus (2003) and Owusu-Ansah (2005) who argue that the term information literacy contributes to a debate in pursuit of a single definition of IL. Owusu-Ansah has suggested calling a halt to defining the term saying “enough is enough” (Owusu-Ansah, 2005, P 366), and that “defining information literacy continues to remain a distraction” (Owusu–Ansah, 2005, P367) in terms of determining actions by libraries in information literacy education. Indeed, he argues that the magnitude of IL and the lack of a common consensus has prevented us in reaching a shared meaning (Owusu-Ansah, 2005). He refers to sceptics such as Isaacson (2003) who argued “I have problems with each word by itself, but the two word phrase is a real thought stopper”.  Furthermore, Owusu-Ansah argues that: 
To substitute information literacy for information competency or information fluency only changes the name or descriptor assigned to the contact without transforming or better clarifying the phenomenon it identifies. (Owusu-Ansah, 2005, P366)

Indeed as Pinto et al argue “social changes determine and demand new interpretations that take literacy into account, particularly when these changes are associated with technological innovations” (Pinto et al, 2010, P5). Examining people’s online searching behaviour is not new in the world of Library and Information Science studies.  Fidel (1984a, 1984b) developed a pattern model of experienced online searcher behaviour among experienced searchers.  Her model outlines two distinct search styles – Operationalist and Conceptualist.  Her model studied “styles in which searches are performed” (Fidel, 1984, P219) not on the people who conducted the search.  The author did acknowledge that her research did not focus on the individual’s cognitive processes or problem solving.  Interestingly, it was found that each search style was characterized by a “stock of moves that searchers develop with experience.” (Fidel,1984, P220).  What is of interest here is the fact that searchers develop a style of searching over time.  The author’s research subjects were experienced searchers familiar with online databases thirty-years ago.  This time lapse however has utterly reconfigured the online arena.  The prolific provision of online material today presents challenges for those who are unaware of the different types of information.  The casual acceptance of popularity as a measure of information credibility disrupts the search for real and authoritative information.  Indeed, Kitchin (1998) has previously demonstrated that individuals feel lost in our current ‘unknown’ cyberspace.  

2.3. Epistemology underpinning the terminology/concept of IL 
While the purpose of information literacy remains relatively similar today (i.e. to enable individuals to critically find, use and manage information) there are some key changes. In particular IL is moving from a linear approach to a more iterative approach. Stripling & Pitt’s (1988) research model presents IL as a scaffold which evolves in a step-by-step, linear structure. However, the terminology has evolved to present IL as an evolving concept. Elmborg (2006) presents IL as an concept where he suggests that “Librarians must focus less on information transfer and more on developing critical consciousness in students” (Elmborg, 2006, P 192). Furthermore, IL I argue, is related to the reception and production of ideas and communication and it is related to these things happening in a critical, reflexive and credible manner in an evolving information landscape. Yet, no single authoritative definition exists to fully reflect this.

Snavely (1997) suggests that the term information literacy lacks clarity though she does note that the concept becomes measurable by virtue of the word ‘literacy’.  Simultaneously, the use of the word ‘literacy’ has the potential to infer remediation and/or a deficit model.   Foster (1993) wrote controversially that the term information literacy was an exercise in public relations designed so that libraries might receive the attention they felt entitled to primarily because they are service orientated professions and therefore perceived to be lacking excitement. Furthermore, Foster argued that IL suggests an “urgency and eventfulness” that other Library-related terms such as bibliographic instruction and library education fail to generate.  He concluded, quite simply, that Information Literacy refers to those who can use a library and proposed that anything beyond that was an attempt by the library profession to impress the non library world (Foster, 1993).  He questioned its value again returning to the idea of how one might measure information literacy and information illiteracy.  

Similarly, Snavley (1997) highlighted other potentially limiting terminology used to describe the concept of IL such as “information skills”, “information instruction” and “bibliographic instruction”.  In this regard, the phrase “information skills” suggests that adopting a set of routines will take care of the learning but it does not imply a substantial engagement or involvement with the learning process.  Likewise, “library instruction” describes the activity of the teacher, not that of the learning or learner. “Bibliographic instruction” limits the concept to an even narrower definition of what is being taught and reduces the learning to a particular aspect of the information.  Other objections to these terms revolve around them not being sufficiently forward-looking and their lacking an implication of the inclusion of information technology (Snavely, 1997). One suggestion is that if the term information literacy is to be meaningful it must create an awareness of the impact of the addition of new knowledge to an already large body of recorded knowledge in libraries in both print and electronic formats; information literacy must enable information users to position their voice among the other voices already present in knowledge (Snavely, 1997).  Others take a more wide ranging view towards Information Literacy with Webber & Johnston (2000; 2005) stating that IL can be viewed as a set of desired behaviours or a set of personal attributes.  This proclamation by Webber shifts the concept of IL from the exclusive domain of librarians and LIS, to the world of education.  Christine Bruce contributes to this move in her argument that information literacy must be a catalyst for change in education: 

Information literacy is a natural extension of the concept of literacy in our information society, and information literacy education is the catalyst required to transform the information society of today into the learning society of tomorrow. (Bruce, 2004:1)

Bruce argues that a pedagogical shift is required for Information literacy to be influential.  She believes the significance of information literacy is twofold.  Firstly, it has the potential to encourage deep rather than surface learning; secondly, it has the potential to transform dependent learners into lifelong learners (Bruce, 2002: P5).  The transition in each case would involve movement from a content orientated approach to a process orientated approach.  It would also require a pedagogical move from a teacher centred approach to a learner centred one which focused in particular on the importance of understanding the perceptual worlds of students and their pedagogical implications (Bruce, 2002: P11). 

There are some interesting points to be made about the terminology based on the literature. Pinto et al’s (2010) article “Thirty years of information literacy (1977-2007); A terminology, conceptual and statistical analysis” provides an overview of terminology and aimed to illustrate how terminology varies. He showed that Library Skills was the most prominent term, followed Computer Literacy, and followed by Internet Skills. Bawden carried out a similar study but for a shorter period i.e. from 1980 to 1999. In his study he found that “Computer literacy and library literacy have maintained a steady presence in the literature, the former with greater volume than the latter. Information literacy maintained a low volume throughout the 1980s, expanding considerably in the 1990s” (Bawden, 2001, P219). He goes on to argue that while the term literacy “may appear obvious”, it has a variety of meanings which have altered considerably over the years and in an information rich society. Media literacy, used to imply critical thinking when assessing information from the mass media, computer literacy, competency in the use of computers and library literacy, used to describe formal instruction/teaching from the library are at times used interchangeably and do overlap (Bawden, 2001, P225). However, Snavely (1997) and Olsen and Coons (1989) are prominent amongst those who expressed their concern with this overlap saying that information literacy should be defined by the unique contribution it brings to learning (Snavely, 1997, P10). Therein lies a challenge. While there is a much discussion about IL and its role in HE there is a lack of clarity around this and the potential of IL. The current thesis will make a contribution to clarifying the role of and potential of IL in the Irish context. Snavely (1997) argues that “a great deal of confusion will occur unless we continue to articulate the parameters of this question” (Snavely, 1997, P10).  Almost 20 years later we are still setting these parameters. 

Perhaps the key to understanding terms and their parameters is to look at them in a wider context. Terms such as library instruction, bibliographic instruction, library skills exist alongside information literacy in terms of describing formal instruction in libraries although again as Bawden points out “good library instruction has always transcended what its name implies” (Bawden, 2011, P225).  As Pinto says when quoting Norgaard:
The concept of IL cannot remain as merely instrumental or as a definition of the competencies that individuals must possess to resolve their information need; rather it must go further to include a critical dimension that will allow it to be understood as a culturally grounded phenomenon based on the way that communities construct their interpretation of reality and the outcomes of this interpretation. (Pinto, 2010, P5)

One contribution of this research is to provide an understanding of terminology in an Irish context. Critical to this understanding is a consideration of the following:  does what we call information literacy shape the concept of information literacy? 

A second contribution is to explore if information literacy needs to move from a narrow skills based approached to a broader process based approach. I suggest that the contribution it makes is more powerful when it is recognised in this regard. The perspective favoured in this research is to situate information literacy with other literacies thereby acknowledging its role as an intrinsic part of the learning processes. By situating and acknowledging the concept as a “skill” in parallel to the learning process the potential of IL is, I argue, significantly weakened.  In order to explore this further I again refer to the work of Kapitzke who argues that “traditional concepts of literacy, learning and knowledge used in libraries fall short of adequately explaining and providing for present social, cultural and economic conditions” (Kapitzke, 2003, P1). Furthermore, she argues that the library profession is in a fortunate position to rethink the “epistemological imagination within which it works” by considering the role of information literacy (2003). She argues that despite the library’s prominence in higher education institutions they remain “astonishingly invisible” in research and policy documents. This is an area of interest but not critical to the research questions of this thesis. However, her suggestion that information literacy has been coined by a feminised profession and that gender may have advertently or inadvertently limited IL from reaching its full potential is worth noting. The profession in Ireland is feminised as it is more globally. Should findings emerge in this area indicating that the concept of IL in Ireland has been hindered due to this feminisation of the profession then they will be noted and considered for detailed research outside the scope of this thesis. Primarily, within an Irish context I wanted to investigate how the concept of information literacy is named and if this concept meant different things to different people in their unique contexts. In Section 2.4 I will begin to outline how terminology was adopted in Ireland and the possible implications of this. 

2.4 Information Literacy Standards 
Aside from the debate around the term IL, diverse models and standards of information literacy exist worldwide and these will be discussed in a later section. While the notion of standards could be deconstructed and debated at length it is outside the remit of the current thesis. These models and standards provide the context in which the terminology around IL is situated and they have influenced its evolution.  In this Irish context the issue of effective engagement in terms of information literacy is deemed an important function within higher education. Locally, as an academic librarian with responsibility for Learning and Research Information Services I observed this emphasis which was reinforced nationally. Specifically the commitment to IL was embedded in the work of an Advisory Committee on Information Literacy (ACIL) for the Consortium of National and Academic Libraries in Ireland (CONUL). In 2004, this group of which I was a member (I am currently Chair) was the first body in Ireland to be tasked with reviewing information literacy initiatives worldwide, reviewing national practice and making recommendations.  Subsequently, the group was also charged with implementing the recommendations in a report which was submitted on models of information literacy and their suitability for an Irish context.  That initial document (Report of the CONUL working group on Information Skills Training, 2004) presented a comprehensive overview of the Information Literacy landscape at the time, and as such it was essential to the context of IL in higher education in Ireland.  The report identified international good practice in what was termed Information Skills Training and highlighted major trends and issues associated with this approach in the global higher education context through the conducting of a literature search within the Library and Information Science discipline.   In that research, particular attention was paid to two major literature reviews: (1) the UK Big Blue Project (2001/2002) and (2) Virkus’ (2003) examination of Information Literacy in Europe, its development and key initiatives in schools and in the HE sector along with other relevant initiatives.  General findings from the work illustrated that a significant body of literature existed with approximately five thousand publications dating from the early 1970s.   
In the review of literature for the 2004 CONUL project, the works explored revealed that significant developments and practices had occurred in the field of IL in the US and Australia, although examples of important initiatives can also be found in the UK, Sweden and South Africa (Rader, 2002).    The majority of the publications from these areas address issues and practices in higher education institutions.  Key themes that were identified in the literature relating specifically to higher education included: how institutions implement Information Literacy Standards;  the need for librarians to collaborate and partner with academic colleagues to integrate and embed information literacy into the curriculum; some examples of successful collaborations and initiatives;  the use of the internet by students to meet their information needs;  the development and evaluation of online information literacy tutorials; assessing information literacy skills;  information literacy and distance learning; teaching skills for librarians; and the need to engage more effectively with the student body to promote the importance of information literacy (VIrkus 2003, Webber 2003, Bundy 2004, Peacock 2001). In relation to terminology, the CONUL report concluded that the term information literacy was most commonly used in the US and Australia but that  information skills was more conspicuous in the UK and Ireland  (Big Blue Project, 2002​[1]​). Alternative terminology which was also employed in the literature reviewed in the CONUL project included information fluency and information competency.  Current terms, such as digital literacy, were not mentioned.  Where there was variation in between terms such as information literacy, information skills, information fluency and information competency, these terms essentially described the same concept and some were frequently used interchangeably.  For the purpose of the CONUL report, the terms “information skills” and “information literacy” were adopted interchangeably in an acknowledgement that to most people these terms mean the same thing.  However, the report did acknowledge the debate surrounding existing definitions of the concept of information literacy saying that it was agreed that no single authoritative definition existed (Owusu-Ansah, 2003) and that the previously cited ALA definition remained the one most likely to be cited i.e. information literacy is the ability to recognize when information is needed and to locate, evaluate and use effectively the needed information (ALA). 

The CONUL report also highlighted the latter part of the ALA definition where a clear link between Information Literacy and the concept of life-long learning is made:
…ultimately information literate people are those who have learned how to learn. They know how to learn because they know how knowledge is organized, how to find information, and how to use information in such a way that others can learn from them. They are people prepared for lifelong learning, because they can always find the information needed for any task or decision at hand. (ALA, 1989)

At the time of writing the CONUL Report (2004) most definitions in the literature at that time, generally, included a set of characteristics which described the information literate person and included: effective information seeking; informed choice of information sources; information evaluation and selection; comfort in using a range of media to best advantage; awareness of issues to do with bias and reliability of information; and effectiveness in transmitting information to other (Webber, 2000).  In addition, in drawing on experiences, research and interventions in specific contexts, the CONUL report  highlighted some of the emerging themes regarding Information Literacy and specific trends and patterns which were recognisable at the time of the compilation of the report in 2004 and which continue to evolve. These findings had synergies with my Ed.D. research and in particular Assignment Six which proposed that IL had the potential to contribute to lifelong learning and to move from a narrower definition of library instruction to a broader definition where IL is a knowledge construction concept aligned with literacy.  In order to further consider this debate trends from three countries in particular are now explored.  Those sites are the United States, Australia and the UK. These sites were selected as they have produced the most longitudinal work in this area and have Higher Education structures similar to Ireland’s Higher Education system.  Indeed it is worth noting at the outset that this debate on standards and measurement could be linked to the changes in education under neo liberal performative education regimes since the 1980s. Labaree (1997) discusses how the goals of education moved from democratic equality to serving the needs of the economy where the goal of education is social efficiency and also where the goal of education particularly under the neo liberal agenda is often regarded as social mobility where the perspective of the consumer is represented (Labaree, 1997)

2.4.1 United States
Information Literacy standard development was pioneered in the United States.  The Association of College & Research Libraries (ACRL), a division of the American Library Association, produced the Information Literacy Competency Standards for Higher Education which were formally adopted in 2000 (ACRLs, 2000).  Therein, five key areas of desired student behaviour with twenty-two performance indicators and eighty-seven learning outcomes were identified.  The five key student behaviours noted that the Information Literate student:  (1) determines the nature and extent of the information needed; (2) assesses needed information effectively and efficiently; (3) evaluates information and its sources critically and incorporates selected information into his or her knowledge bases and value system; (4) individually or as a member of a group, uses information effectively to accomplish a specific purpose; and (5) understands many of the economic, legal and social issues surrounding the use of information, and accesses and uses information ethically and legally.  These standards provided HE institutions with an educational framework for the discussion of information literacy.  They also provided a foundation on which librarians could collaborate with their academic colleagues to integrate information literacy objectives and outcomes into course curricula.  Given the lack of any framework of standards prior to 2000, the publication of the ACRL was significant as it prompted in many respects the use of the standards in universities across the US which was a significant milestone in IL development. 

Subsequent to the ACRL publication of standards and in order to assist with the dissemination of best practice in information literacy, the Institute of Information Literacy on behalf of the ACRL produced the “Characteristics of Programs of Information Literacy that Illustrate Best Practices: A Guideline”. This was approved by the ACRL in June 2003. The guidelines were intended to help staff in the planning, development, assessment and improvement of information literacy programmes.  Best practice characteristics which were identified included: a mission statement for an information literacy programme; stated goals and objectives; administrative and institutional support; articulation within the curriculum; collaboration; pedagogy; staffing; outreach; and assessment and evaluation (ACRL, 2003).. These original US standards have since been translated into a number of languages including German, Swedish and Chinese. In 2012 the ACRL standards were revisited. Members of the Task Force believed that the Association of College and Research Libraries Information Literacy Competency Standards for Higher Education should not be reapproved as they existed but should be extensively revised. There were a number of reasons for this not least that the K12 curriculum changed and the IL standards were no longer fit for the purpose with which they were originally designed. Further reasons are outlined by ACRL as follows:  
In the last decade... changes in technology, scholarly communication, and the information life cycle have contributed to the changing face of information literacy in higher education. Today’s college students are tasked with navigating a much wider world of information than ever before—online and in print. Students are not only information users, they are information creators, contributing online content that lives outside the print format, and may take the shape of videos, podcasts or other online multimedia works. Helping students become information literate is more critical than ever before. (ACRL, 2012, P2)

Furthermore, they argue that the scope of literacy is changing including complementary and interacting literacies such as media and digital literacies (ACRL, 2012, P4). Also, unlike the earlier standards these standards do not attempt to define IL per se, but rather define good practice for those involved in IL activities. These revised standards also acknowledged the work of other agencies such as Society of College, National and University Libraries (SCONUL) in revising their IL standards and this is further elaborated on later.  

2.4.2 Australia and New Zealand
In contrast to Irish universities in the early 2000s, the development of “generic skills” or “graduate attributes” in the context of lifelong learning was high on the agenda of Australian universities where information literacy was then and remains still a key attribute in terms of educational policy.  As Austen noted, Australian libraries have ensured that they play a central role in the learning process (Austen, 2002) and as a result it is not surprising that in 2001  the Council of Australian University Librarians (Council of Australian University Librarians, 2001) published its own standards document entitled  “Information Literacy Standards”  which was  based on the US model.  This CAUL document provided Australian universities with a similar framework to the US model which could be used in the Australian context “for embedding information literacy in the design and teaching of educational programs, and for assessing the information literate individual” (CAUL, 2001, P4​[2]​). ((. The CAUL standards include two additional standards, one of which, Standard Seven, was directly linked to lifelong learning and the democratic ideals espoused in the 1980s where a commitment to lifelong learning and an inclusive information society was recorded.  The CAUL Standard Seven states that:
The Information literate person recognises that lifelong learning and participative citizenship requires information literacy. (CAUL, 2001 P 4)

A second edition of the standards, “The Australian and New Zealand Information Literacy (ANZIL) Framework: principles, standards and practice” (Bundy, 2004a), lists four over-arching information literacy principles. These are that information literate individuals (1) engage in independent learning through constructing new meaning, understanding and knowledge; (2) derive satisfaction and personal fulfilment from using information wisely; (3) individually and collectively search for and use information for decision making and problem solving in order to address personal, professional and societal issues; (4) demonstrate social responsibility through a commitment to lifelong learning and community participation (Bundy, 2004, P11). In addition to revisiting the principles of the 2001 document, the 2004 ANZIL framework document also included some excellent examples of how libraries in Australia and New Zealand applied the 2001 edition of the standards, for example: 
As a benchmark to evaluate existing information literacy programmes
As a framework for the design of new programmes, delivered both face to face and online
To promote the importance of the concept of information literacy to academic staff and boards
To form the basis of key information literacy framework documents published by libraries and adopted by their universities to guide and inform policy and practice (Bundy, 2004)
These standards remain in the same format today. Australia, I argue, has led the way in IL development. Government policy in Australia has resulted in a broad and high level interest in IL (Johnston and Webber, 2003, P338). This has been the case since the divide between information rich and information poor prompted a government report “Australia as an Information Society” in 1991. What Australia did, that other countries did not, was to focus on and appreciate the importance of information and the processes associated with gathering it and managing it. This report what outlines a critical point i.e. that by considered that collecting, analysing and organising information was important Australia took the lead over others (eg UK and USA) whose focuses remained concentrated on IT skills. Indeed Australia impressed again when its CAUL took a broad approach to its standards in 2001. This was informed by Bruce’s (1997) Seven Faces of IL. This I believe is for two reasons which are their situating of IL into the wider context of learning and also long term steadfast interest in adopting IL as a process rather than a content driven concept.  Bundy (2004), Lupton, (2010, 2004), Bruce (2010, 2004, 2006), Peacock (2002, 2003) and Brabazon (2002, 2007, 2008) have continued to develop this discussion in the literature. 

2.4.3 United Kingdom
In the UK, SCONUL established a Task Force in 1999 to produce a statement on information skills for higher education.  The result was “Information skills in higher education: a SCONUL position paper” (1999).  A key element was the production of a model entitled “The Seven Pillars of Information Literacy” rather than a set of standards for information. The groups consisted of experienced professionals from numerous institutions who took a broad view of the topic. The group considered why information skills were important and the size and scope of information skills activity in the UK. In particular the group considered the relationship between information technology skills and information skills. This task force was not the only group discussing this relationship  as it was raised by Prof. Sheila Corrall (1998) who also considered the relationship between these two skills sets (1998) in her work. These discussions were ongoing at a time when European Computer Driving License and other such educational programmes were emerging, to develop people’s skills in Information Technology primarily. Such models start at a basic level and work towards developing an enhanced skills set. The seven pillar model proposed by SCONUL is shown at Figure 2.1 below: 

Figure 2.1: ‘SCONUL Seven Pillars Model for Information Literacy’, SCONUL, CC-BY-SA (​http:​/​​/​creativecommons.org​/​licenses​/​by​/​3.0​/​​) 






Figure 2.2: Seven Pillars: New Model’, SCONUL, CC-BY-SA (​http:​/​​/​creativecommons.org​/​licenses​/​by​/​3.0​/​​)
While these models have been revisited and discussed extensively they remain three significant contributions to the literature, and the principal models informing the literature. Further models have evolved from these such as the work of Jane Secker (Secker, New Curriculum for IL Blog​[3]​) on rethinking information literacy and her description which puts the learner at the heart of the information literacy process (Figure 2.3). Her image of information literacy as a ten strand diagram affectionately known by practitioners as the “pizza” situates the learner at the heart of information literacy and situates information literacy around the learner. IL is not an add- on. It is intrinsic to the learning. 


Figure 2.3: A new curriculum for Information Literacy​[4]​

Work such as this is critical in developing these models and in situating IL in the wider context of learning and in Education. Webber (2005) and Lloyd (2006) also critically discuss how IL means different things in different contexts and the importance of recognising this. More recently Webber (2010) described the relationship between IL and Geographic Information Systems (GIS) for example situating IL at the heart of this discipline. With Bill Johnston, she also argued for “information literacy as a discipline for the information age” (Johnston, Webber, 2005) and discussed the value of information literacy in a changing information society. 

Such work is critical in understanding the role of IL in disciplinary knowledge and knowledge development. While I would argue the standards began the discussion, it is work such as Secker’s and Webber’s which situates the standards into a long awaited inter-disciplinary dialogue. This thesis, and my professional work, is to contribute to the development of this trans-disciplinary dialogue in the Irish context. A trans-disciplinary dialogue is understood in the context of this research to happen when a researcher takes their experience and situates it into a different discipline thereby creating a new “intellectual space” (TREC​[5]​). This is different from an interdisciplinary dialogue where researchers interact with the goal of transferring knowledge from one discipline to another although both trans-disciplinary and inter-disciplinary dialogues have great synergies (TREC). I expect to transfer IL from the LIS discipline into the Education discipline. Further research emanating from this research could take the form of a multi-disciplinary dialogue where researchers from both LIS and Education explore these topics. 

2.4.4 Ireland
Within Ireland in the late 1990s similar discussions were underway as to Australia/New Zealand, American and United Kingdom. As already mentioned the Advisory Committee for Information Literacy was established and tasked with reviewing practice in Ireland with a view to understanding and adopting international best practice in information literacy developments. Also at this time the first report of Ireland’s Information Society Commission was produced (1999). The Commission was established by the Taoiseach (Prime Minister) to “benchmark Ireland’s progress as an Information Society, promote awareness of new technology and advise government on Ireland’s development in this area” (Information Society Ireland, 2000, P7). The first report said that “the information society is a society in formation” and that Ireland needed to act urgently to avail of opportunities provided by this new society (Information Society Ireland, 1999, Pi). This commission which was set up for a three year period (1997-2000) was charged with “shaping and overseeing the implementation of a strategic framework for the development of the information society in Ireland” (Information Society Ireland, 1999, Piv).  Indeed, the report said that Information Literacy was identified as the “critical determinant of future success of the Information Society in Ireland” (Information Society Commission, 2000).

Subsequently this issue was raised in further reports such as the Hunt report (2011) which discussed Ireland as an “innovative knowledge-based economy” (2011, P9) and how higher education was critical to economic renewal in recessionary times and indeed beyond. The Hunt report also envisioned “innovative approaches to research led teaching and learning” (P10) and the need for education to equip students with “essential skills... as adaptive, creative, rounded thinkers and citizen” (P11) by providing essential generic foundation skills. In respect of PhD students Hunt aspired to having “PhD students producing new knowledge to address national and international problems” (P12). Strides have been made in terms of providing extensive mechanisms at universities to reach these goals.  A National Forum for the Enhancement of Teaching and Learning was created in 2012 for the development of teaching and learning in Irish higher education, and as part of the implementation of the recommendations of the National Strategy for Higher Education to 2030. In terms of information provision one significant point of interest is the Irish Research Electronic Library (IReL) initiative which is a nationally funded electronic research library, initially conceived to support researchers in Biotechnology and Information Technology in mid-summer 2004, and following on the success of this, expanded in 2006 to support research in the Humanities and Social Sciences. These important initiatives and developments in Ireland signal that high-level research is both an academic and a national economic imperative, and considered an essential component to position Ireland as a world leader. Therefore, providing the access to key information sources which would otherwise be prohibitively expensive is critical. As a result of initiatives funded by the Higher Education Authority (HEA) through the Programme for Research in Third Level Institutions (PRTLI), and projects funded by Science Foundation Ireland (SFI) there has been a major enhancement in the research profile of the Irish universities. These projects have ensured that all university libraries have access to shared key common electronic journals and books. In essence, libraries can source their own local discipline specific electronic material but key significant databases are now guaranteed at all university sites. Even during the recession, database subscriptions have mostly been maintained and this critical development has helped level the playing field in terms of access to large amounts of research information in Ireland. Furthermore, these initiatives have seen extensive use of electronic resources on a nationwide basis (Figure 2.4). 

Figure 2.4: Usage of databases provided by Irish Research eLibrary from 2005-2012​[6]​

The higher education sector in Ireland has undergone significant changes in recent years and continues to face new challenges as it strives to meet its public, social and economic responsibilities. While increasing access to higher education is in the broad sense a democratic goal it is not without challenges.  Diverse student populations (e.g. students with special educational needs and/or students from socio-economically disadvantaged and different cultural backgrounds) have diverse needs and require institutes of higher education to provide multi-level supports which extend beyond what was typically provided.   This diversity is a very important consideration with regards to Information Literacy because higher education institutes can no longer assume that the entering cohort will have a homogenous skill level set (Brabazon, 2007).  What students bring to higher education is massively diverse, although this is in fact regularly glossed over.  One conspicuous example of this is the description of all students of a certain age (school leaving, 18-22 year olds) as ‘digital natives’ (Prenksy, 2003). This does not acknowledge the diversity within this age cohort. While some students from this cohort may be proficient in their use of social media across various devices not all are. Furthermore, a proficiency in the use of devices and social media represents only one component of the overall concept of being information literate. There are distinct differences between being ‘tech savvy’ and being information literate. Critically, in a library context, a student may be “tech savvy” enough to access information online from the library website, they are not “information literate” enough to critically evaluate scholarly articles on library databases and to appraise these articles. Similarly, successfully finding hundreds of articles on Google Scholar may demonstrate a level of “tech savvy” behaviour but it falls short of desired information literacy behaviour in terms of critically evaluating, managing and successfully referencing what is found.  Where different, often more sophisticated, IL is required, the onus is on Higher Education to develop essential information literacies which complement what is happening in the classroom in a discipline specific context.  In this way the synergies between the IL support and the discipline support add value to the other and both contribute to the overall student experience. 
This international context presents the backdrop to this research. The literature demonstrates that information literacy has international importance. It is understood and interpreted in a variety of different ways. As is demonstrated by the IReL initiative, Ireland values information and acknowledges the importance of authorative information for researchers. However, this research probes these issues on a micro level. If all this information at great expense is available what are we doing to ensure people can access and interpret it critically and credibly? 

2.5 Changing role of the academic library generally  
Where IL fits within the wider literacy debates is an essential part of the context of this research.  Of particular interest is how IL fits within literacy pedagogies. Technological developments have transformed the way in which we communicate and engage with the reading, writing and creation of texts (Marsh, 2007, P267).  Ultimately, these processes include the actual task of finding the information at the outset and thereafter. While some of these transformations (e.g. internet) may no longer be considered ‘new’, Marsh argues that from an ontological perspective they should be considered new as a result of the “mindsets they engender” (Marsh, 2007, P267).  

Traditionally, academic information was available in paper format in books and journals from the library building.  While this provision continues, academic information is now available in electronic format with potentially unlimited accessibility from library websites.  Similarly, the library is no longer the only or main source of information for students.  Google, Wikipedia, blogs, discussion groups and social media now compete for students’ attention (Brabazon, 2007).  Additionally, initiatives such as Wikipedia​[7]​ that facilitate information sharing also provide individuals with the opportunity to create new and edit existing information.  Creating and editing this type of information is free, effortless and requires only basic IT skills.  These processes of creating, accessing and managing information themselves create literacy challenges and prompt new ways of learning.  In order to unpack this phenomenon Bernstein’s work (1973,1975) in relation to the ordering and reordering of knowledge (hierarchies of knowledge) and how knowledge relocates and is reproduced (production, recontextualisation) is useful and I will discuss this further in Section 2.8  ‘Conceptual Framework : Basil Bernstein and knowledge production’. 

2.5.1	Information Literacy, Information Technology and Curricular Issues
Technological developments have significantly changed the ways in which we communicate and engage with the reading, writing and creation of texts (Marsh, 2007, P267). Though interrelated, Information Literacy should not be confused with Information Technology. Information Literacy is concerned with evaluating, using, and referencing content both in print and electronic format (ALA, 1989,). Though it is a key required skill for Higher Education Library users, it is also essential outside of higher education. 

For the purposes of this thesis I am drawing on the work of Belshaw to understand literacy:
The concept of ‘literacy’ is problematic, even when understood traditionally. When we talk about literacy we’re talking about using a tool for a particular purpose. That purpose is to communicate with other people and, potentially, other things. When we add modifiers such as digital literacy into the mix, things get even more interesting. (Belshaw, 2014, P14)

and the following two quotes inform my understanding of IL: 
Information literacy is the adoption of appropriate information behaviour to obtain, through whatever channel or medium, information well fitted to information needs, together critical awareness of the importance of wise and ethical use of information in society. (Johnston and Webber, 2003, P336)


and also the following:
Information literacy combines a repertoire of abilities, practices, and dispositions focused on expanding one’s understanding of the information ecosystem, with the  proficiencies of finding, using and analyzing information, scholarship, and data to answer questions, develop new ones, and create new knowledge, through ethical participation in communities of learning and scholarship. (ACRL, 2013)​[8]​

I am using these definitions as increasingly IL has become a more pliable concept including ethically finding, using, managing, consuming and producing information and these definitions reflect these developments. I say this because the breadth of criteria and standards that come under its general umbrella/structure vary across a host of boundaries both geographical and intellectual. For this reason I am using the more contemporary definition as suggested by ACRL while also building on the extensive work of Webber and Johnston.  Invariably the common core principles are similar but their construction and application in practice vary tremendously. Certainly, it is related to Information Technology and nowadays IL requires information technology but it has wider implications. IL sustains lifelong learning and while it requires tools to access information, it is an independent and more sustainable literacy than information technology (ALA 1989).  Information Literacy focuses on content, communication and analysis of an information need (ACRL, 2013). Conversely, Information Technology skills enable an individual to use computers and other such devices. While librarians have always supported teaching and learning now they are both enhancing the learning experience and providing students with a lifelong literacy. This considerable change, in the higher education context in particular, is also the result of significant trends which impact on the provision of Library services.  

Bundy reflects these trends in the statement that: 
Information literacy….enables learners to engage critically with content and extend their investigations, become more self-directed, and assume greater control over their own learning. (Bundy, 2004b)

Such developments place academic libraries increasingly at the centre of the educational process, requiring them to provide new and ever more flexible learning spaces, seamless access to information resources and services, the forging of new strategic partnerships across the entire university community and the expansion of their teaching/learner support role to facilitate the incorporation of information literacy into the curriculum. 

In my professional practice, and particularly on the CONUL committee, the changing demands in terms of IL are of keen interest to us. Our research from 2004 (CONUL, 2004)  indicated that within Ireland there was no shortage of information literacy initiatives although many were happening in a random and incoherent fashion: some students were not involved in any information literacy activity; regularly sessions that were not timetabled within the discipline’s curriculum and/or were not made obligatory were poorly attended.  It soon became evident that in order to gain a clear overview and understanding of local practices, it was necessary to agree on language  i.e. the definitions and terminology to be used for the various information literacy interventions.  In an effort to address this situation, the following general descriptions of the types of information literacy and models of provision emerged: 
Stand-alone: Training offered on a one-off basis and not related to any specific course or programme. This type of training is usually referred by library staff as “one-shot” courses.
Integrated: Training provided on request from an academic staff member and related specifically to student coursework. This model of training is not assessed and occurs outside official module time.  While it is provided to complement a specific module it is not strictly embedded within the academic’s curriculum per se.
Embedded:  Training delivered and assessed as part of a specific course/module. Where information skills objectives and learning outcomes are agreed typically between both academic and library staff.
Whilst the literature supports the need to embed information literacy into the curriculum to ensure effective development of student information skills (Stubbings 2006) this is not without challenges not least the challenge of securing precious curriculum time. Findings from our CONUL group study in Ireland illustrate that the majority of IL sessions delivered across all CONUL institutes are defined as integrated with some using the stand-alone method of delivery.  However, CONUL would suggest that the preferable model is the one where the librarian works side by side with an academic colleague and that IL is intrinsically part of the academic timetable.  This could be embedded as outlined or it could be integrated. These practices in Ireland and internationally raise issues that are linked to the research question. Particularly, they demonstrate that IL is less frequently situated in a curriculum with disciplinary knowledge (embedded) and more frequently situated in a parallel context to the disciplinary knowledge (standalone and integrated). This prompted the research questions for this study i.e. examining the concept, ownership and impact of IL to explore why IL is situated parallel to disciplinary knowledge and the ensuing consequences of this. Furthermore, this also poses questions about the knowledge creation which can be interrogated via the lens of Bernstein’s Pedagogic Device. This is explored in more detail in Section 2.8 later in this chapter. 

2.6 Librarians as teachers 
Having established selected literature outlining the need for IL this chapter now asks who is best placed to facilitate the learning of IL arises.  In this context the question of librarian as teacher emerges.  As Fourie notes, “Librarians function in a series of larger environments” (Fourie, 2004, P62) where they are dealing with a growing number of contexts for information.  What is known as the hybrid library is critical to this new reality.  A hybrid library exists where traditional library material, such as books and journals, co-exist with newer, more emergent forms of information in the guise of databases and other electronic sources.  As a result of the diversity of information and of information types, the functions and operations of the traditional library have changed.  This has had a significant impact on library identity and on the role of the librarian. The literature presented here outlines these changes in the context of higher education and positions the library in this evolving context. The research questions underpinning this study are focused on understanding if IL to date has been primarily positioned in a LIS environment. It will further explore how IL and implicitly libraries and library staff are perceived within a wider educational context in a rapidly changing information environment and if this changing environment is impacting on the perceived position of IL and libraries.  Critically, this research questions how IL can contribute to this evolving landscape and shape the work of libraries and librarians in the wider teaching, learning and research context in which we operate. While the previous sections in this chapter have provided an overview of information literacy in practice, they have not specifically raised the issue of the changing nature of the role of librarians and particularly of the expanding role of librarians as teachers. Yet, the issue of how libraries might harness their role within teaching and learning is a further issue of note and is documented in the literature (Bewick, 2010; Hardy, 2007; Corrall 2008). Indeed Corrall (2008) discusses it as a “strategy” for libraries and indeed proposes that “corporate strategy concepts and models” could increase library’s effectiveness in teaching and learning. Bundy suggests that:

The most enduring and flexible learning institution is the Library, organised for well over two millennia - predating the first universities by well over one millennium. (Bundy, 2003, P 393)

Libraries and librarians are at the heart of the teaching and learning process and as such should be proactive in the twenty first century pedagogical paradigm. The contribution that librarians currently make to the teaching, learning and research process is unique and ever-changing. Qualitative research methods—case study, interviewing, focus group analysis, and ethnography—though relatively recent additions to the library literature, are rapidly becoming popular among scholars and practitioners in library and information science (Walter, 2008, P54).  The following section draws on the international literature in this area, with the focus on the role of an academic library in teaching, learning and research; particularly it explores the relationship between libraries and the academy more generally in strategic and operational ways. 

When discussing the occurrence of de-traditionalisation, Halpin, notes that this does not induce a “systematic collapse of tradition” rather, a “reasoned rediscovery” (Halpin, 2000: 136).    Considering oneself as a teacher has multiple implications, from one’s successful induction into the profession, to one’s effectiveness in the classroom and one’s growing ability to cope with change and the implementation of new practices in one’s instructional work (Walter, 2008).  Halpin’s perspective on the teacher is useful when examining the implications for the ‘librarian as teacher role’ which legitimately moves the librarian beyond the previously noted image of librarian as “clerk” (Leigh & Sewny, 1960). Considering librarians as something more than clerks offers the opportunity for librarians to be recognised as having a legitimate role as teachers and intellectual professionals.   

While the model of librarians as teachers/scholars is not unusual it emerged as a “systematic educational enterprise” in the 1960s and 1970s. (Kemp, 2006:6).  Since then, the practice of librarians as teachers has flourished but not without some contention; as Kemp suggests, “Designing a course, grading and having office hours is outside their discipline and not what people expect librarians to do” (Kemp, 2006, P7).   In terms of professional accreditation, the library qualification in Ireland and elsewhere qualifies librarians to work as a professional in a library environment but it does not qualify library staff to teach, or expose them to pedagogy in any meaningful way. The same could also be said of emerging academics where there is a clear expectation that they will be teachers, but their qualifications are in their subject disciplines. The absence of opportunities for both groups to learn teaching methodologies is a concern for both librarians and academics.  Within the library profession there is concern that the role of the non teaching librarian could become more vulnerable and possibly “less important” as libraries morph and adapt their traditional practices to suit new teaching and learning methods and environments (Kemp, 2006, P10). However, Kemp concludes that being a librarian is enough and the issue fundamentally revolves around whether it should be a “service profession or an academic profession” (Kemp, 2006, P21).  Despite widespread acknowledgement of the importance of the teaching role of librarians in the literature there is little empirical research and evidence that discusses their “pedagogical knowledge, its development and application” at least in the UK (Bewick and Corrall, 2010: P98).  Masters’ level research does exist (Bewick and Corrall, 2010, P98) and notwithstanding the limitations of this type of work it specifically noted the changing nature of the role of the Librarian.  In particular it has drawn attention to the Fielden Report which predicted a "librarians changing role in learner support defined as the activities within a library /information services that exist to support information learners" (Bewick & Corrall, 2010).  This report also suggested that librarians would work closely with academic colleagues including becoming more involved with educational and tutorial activities (Bewick & Corrall, 2010, P98). Saunders (2011) acknowledges that there is a lack of information literacy competencies among college students and she wonders is this because colleges continue to only offer limited engagement with information literacy.  She also asks if academic colleagues have been “largely missing from the conversation” (Saunders, 2011, P1).  This is discussed in more detail in Chapters 4-6. 

In a higher education setting where academic librarians are surrounded by academic staff with specific teaching responsibilities the consideration of librarians as teachers is further complicated (Walter, 2008, P59).  Important here also, however, is the fact that the role of academic staff is expanding in the context of the diversification and massification of higher education.  Consequently, the remit of staff with teaching responsibilities in their disciplinary field now requires their involvement on campus with student affairs, librarians, and other academic professionals drawn from outside the ranks of the traditional teaching faculty.  Such changes are also important in the context of the ‘student experience’ which could be described as a more holistic consideration of students’ higher education experience which is not solely associated with their academic learning at lectures as has been the case in the past (Walter, 2008: 5).  The emphasis on the student experience is now an important factor in higher education policy making and marketing.      National policies such as lifelong learning, fourth level learning, and the expansion of the higher education sector in terms of student and staff populations are further drivers of change in general with a broader impact in the LIS sector (Wilson, 2006).  The sheer growth in student numbers and student diversity has immediate implications, as have staff-student ratios where their imbalance has an impact on teaching and learning. Equally, the modularisation of degree courses (Brabazon, 2007), and the consequent larger class sizes and shortened assignment timeframes have intensified pressures not only on teaching and learning timetables but also on  scarce library resources. 

General, widespread changes in communication methods have also impacted on teaching and learning. The unimagined growth in Information and Communication Technology, coupled with the increasing use of Information Technology in Teaching and Learning, has changed how users view their libraries. Users expect answers on how to use email and Virtual Learning Environments (VLEs) as well as how to find a journal article when they come to an Information Desk.  In higher education, library staff have found themselves increasingly dealing with computing and learning support enquiries leading inevitably to an evolution/revolution in librarians’ processes of work assimilation. Indeed, Kemp (2006) argues that library culture is moving from a bibliographic culture to a teaching culture (Kemp, 2006: 44).  She asks, “isn’t being a librarian enough?” (Kemp, 2006, P4).  And in support of her question she cites a conference discussion (1995) where one presenter stated:
...of course there are many instances in which librarians do actually serve as members of the faculty and do meet certain classes within the curriculum but then they are not acting as librarians, they are acting as teachers. (Kemp, 2006: 5)

Such considerations continue to prevail and Kemp acknowledges this: 
the status successful college librarian may now be in a moment of de professionalization as a librarian and re-professionalization as a part time teacher. (Kemp, 2006:6)

This may in fact, as Kemp acknowledges, suit some academic librarians who may wish to teach and it could be beneficial for some smaller colleges.  Whatever one’s preferences, however, or one’s opportunities, in these changing spaces librarians have a role to play in initiating teaching developments rather than remaining simply “agents of reaction” (Kemp, 2006: 6). 

Storey (2009) adds to this discussion by asking “Does the library begin where the internet ends?” (Storey, 200, P278) and suggests that the library is a place “wherever the librarian happens to be” (Storey, 2009, P.279).  When noting that the traditional book is no longer the primary focus of librarians’ work, Storey acknowledges significant changes in the field.  Though his suggestion that reading a screen is now an obsession of the human race is somewhat exaggerated (Storey, 2009, P280) he does raise legitimate questions of the purpose and future of libraries and consequently of librarians.  In moving forward, he suggests that libraries and librarians need to consider their brand and look beyond the “probably short lived commercial and social impact of firms like Google and Yahoo” (Storey, 2009, P283). When looking at the image and purpose of libraries and librarians it is important to consider the wider educational context and how the concept of IL fits into this environment. Moreover, the research questions underpinning this research explore how the IL phenomenon is perceived in terms of concept and ownership and these explorations may shed light on the perceived image and purpose of libraries in an Irish higher education context.

In conclusion Section 2.6 focused on key literature analysed to explore the relationship between IL, libraries and the academy more generally. By doing this a picture emerged of the issues relating to pedagogic identities in knowledge production and creation. The following Section, 2.7, focuses extensively on knowledge creation, production and distribution, using the work of Basil Bernstein and in particular his work on the Pedagogic Device which provides a conceptual framework for this thesis. 

2.7 Conceptual Framework: Basil Bernstein and knowledge production 
Basil Bernstein’s work on curriculum development is a key part of the conceptual framework used to explore this thesis’ research question. His work and in particular his work using the Pedagogic Device is concerned with knowledge creation and distribution. Bernstein uses the term Pedagogic Device to describe the ordering and disordering of the pedagogising of knowledge (Singh, 2002, P573).  It is the means by which knowledge relocates, refocuses and relates other discourses to constitute its own order. Within this process, Bernstein outlines three fields i.e. production, recontextualisation and reproduction of knowledge where these fields are concerned with the movement of knowledge from one discourse to another. These fields are related as knowledge cannot be recontextualised without being produced and it cannot be reproduced without being recontextualised (Singh, 2002, P574). This has implications for how knowledge is produced and used. For example, Bernstein argues that knowledge is produced mainly in institutions of higher education and private research organisations whereas knowledge is recontextualised outside of this environment in State Departments, specialist educational journals etc. (Singh, 2002, P574). 

Using Bernstein’s work permits the positioning of information literacy outside of the library and information science discipline and into the field of Education.   In Bernstein’s work emphasis is placed on knowledge development, knowledge boundaries and why knowledge is included and/or excluded in a curriculum. For the purposes of this research Bernstein’s principles and conceptual framework are applied to information literacy in a higher education environment.  In this regard, important questions are: How is the curriculum determined and distinguished from other knowledge and what marks its contents as curricular or educational as opposed to other knowledge domains? Bernstein argues that within higher education there is a strongly classified tradition and this has implications for the hierarchical ordering of knowledge.  Consequently, particular knowledge(s) and ways of knowing can be considered more important and more privileged than others.  

2.7.1 Knowledge Creation and Information Literacy 
Bernstein is concerned with how knowledge is created. He suggests that formal knowledge can be divided into three areas, namely, curriculum, pedagogy and evaluation.  He explains the relationship between these three areas as follows:
Curriculum defines what counts as valid knowledge, pedagogy defines what counts as valid transmission of knowledge and evaluation defines what counts as a valid realization of this knowledge on the part of taught. (Bernstein, P85, 1973)

Bernstein refers to classes, however long or short they may be, as units and he uses the word content to describe how the unit is used. The curriculum for Bernstein is based on how the unit and the content are brought together in what he calls a “special relationship” (Bernstein, 1973, P86). He argues that we could get a crude measure of the relative status of content “in terms of the number of units given over to it and whether it is compulsory or optional” (Bernstein, 1973, P87). This he argues gives an indication not only of the status of the content but also “its significance in a given educational career” (Bernstein, 1973, P87). He continues this argument by querying if the boundary between content is “clear cut or blurred” (Bernstein, 1973, P87). He argues that if content is insulated and separate from other content that creates a “closed relation” between the various content being taught. If the content is subject to what he refers to as “reduced insulation” i.e. where the boundaries between different content are not strictly in place and not isolated from other content, then this creates an “open relation” between content. As such, Bernstein suggests “Classification thus refers to the degree of boundary maintenance between contents” (Bernstein, 1973, P88).  He suggests that by “examining the organisation of time in terms of the relative status of content, whether the contents stand in an open/closed relationship to each other” one can determine the perceived status of content in the curriculum (Bernstein, 1973, P87). In his work he also acknowledges another aspect of the boundary relationship which is between what “may be taught and what may not be taught”.  In considering this he refers to the “relationship between the non school everyday community knowledge of the teacher or taught and the educational knowledge transmitted in the pedagogical relationship”. Furthermore, he discusses how this approach provides a frame which is used to determine the structure of the pedagogy and the strength of the boundary between what may or may not be transmitted: 
Framing refers to the degree of control teacher and pupil possess over the selection, organisation, pacing and timing of the knowledge transmitted and received in the pedagogical relationship. (Bernstein, 1973, P89)

Atkinson argues that Bernstein’s views on curriculum are based on selection and combination and therefore: 
Curricula may … be described and compared in terms of how these principles are realised. (Atkinson, 1985, P132)

My earlier work in Assignment 6 (Antonesa, 2007) considered how work in the sociology of education can be used to exemplify one possible way of establishing how IL can contribute to the development of knowledge. Bernstein’s work will provide one lens through which to gain insights into my research. Therefore, the thesis does not consider in detail his work on education, language and class, although it recognises the impact of this on his theorising in relation to curriculum. It is this aspect, curriculum development, that will be drawn upon here.
Curriculum Development and in particular Bernstein’s theory of the Pedagogic Device provide a conceptual framework or a lens through which to view IL.  He provides a model to analyse the processes by which discipline specific or domain specific knowledge is used and developed in the learning environment. (Singh, 2002, P572)

Bernstein proposes that the Pedagogic Device is made up of three inter related rules i.e. distributive, recontextualisation and evaluative. These rules can be explained as follows. Distributive rules regulate the power relationship between social groups by distributing different forms of knowledge thereby creating different pedagogic identities and different orientations to meaning. Recontextualisation rules inform the location and relocation of discourse from an original site of production to another site. Finally, evaluative rules are concerned with “recognising what counts as valid acquisition of instructional (curricular content) and regulative (social conduct, character and manner) texts” (Singh, 2002, P573). In essence, Bernstein is concerned with what counts as knowledge, how learning takes place and what counts as a legitimate display of learning (Singh, 1996, P6). In addition, Bernstein understood the need to maintain, contest or challenge the Pedagogic Device.  Moreover, his work proposes that knowledge is socially and ideologically constructed and as a result “the sociology of education is no longer conceived as an area of inquiry distinct from the sociology of knowledge” (Sadovnik, 1991, P49). His work is also concerned with the production, distribution and reproduction of official knowledge; how knowledge is related to power relations; and the consequences of the production and transmission of knowledge for different groups (Sadovnik, 1991, P52).

Bernstein’s ideas are of critical relevance to education because they relate to the area of multiple intelligences and hierarchical knowledges at school.  Mathematical and linguistic forms of intelligence were, and continue to be, venerated as important and esteemed areas of knowledge.  Significant time at primary and post-primary level is spent on teaching literacy and numeracy through subjects like maths, English and Irish.  Consequently, assessment systems graded and ultimately classified individuals according to their performance in these areas of knowledge.  The results of these assessments then served as legitimate measures by which to socially segregate, label and classify students in school through practices of streaming and banding (Drudy and Lynch, 1993; Lynch and Lodge, 2002).  In his theory of Multiple Intelligences (2006/1982) however, Howard Gardner proposed that multiple ways of being ‘intelligent’ exist and education/assessment systems that focus only on cultivating the so-called legitimate forms of knowledge (i.e. mathematical and linguistic subjects) to some degree fail students who are motivated or intelligent in other ways (e.g. a dancer who is strong in bodily kinaesthetic intelligence).  Drudy and Lynch (1993: 233) go so far as to assert that assessment systems that are heavily weighted on assessing a student’s ability only in certain subject areas actually result in the “ideological fall-out” of generations from education.  

In short, Bernstein is concerned with what counts as knowledge – what knowledge is, how learning takes place and what counts as a legitimate display of learning (Singh, 1996, P6).  Legitimate displays of learning are of critical relevance to information literacy.  In higher education, how students engage with information and how they present it is especially important with regards to current models of assessment.  It is in this context of the expectations of higher education institutes as frequently expressed through assessment and in the context of the student experience, both of which are underpinned with knowledge, pedagogy and evaluation, that Bernstein’s work is useful (Collins, 2000).  In the contemporary world where a focus on “Information Society” and “Knowledge Economy” exists, Bernstein’s work is especially timely (Barrie, 2006, Singh, 2002) as it problematises and challenges these concepts. Singh proposes that theoretical tools such as the Pedagogic Device are “crucial” to education research in a global knowledge economy which is characterised by increased knowledge intensity and the fact that economic processes are becoming increasingly integrated via electronic interconnectivity on a global basis (Singh, 2002:572).  Singh (2006) explores this further by focusing on the Pedagogic Device as a “model for analysing the processes by which discipline specific or domain specific knowledge is converted or pedagogised to constitute school knowledge” (Singh, 2002:572).  Important here is the question of what actually occurs and why and when knowledge is transformed, and particularly where, in tandem with the increasing importance of the knowledge economy, the context of growing social inequalities is very prevalent. (Singh, 2002. P572).  In summary, what constitutes knowledge and how new knowledge is created and presented matters, and can lead to some knowledge or formats of knowledge taking precedence over others. This is a stark consideration particularly as it suggests that IL could be suppressed by traditional disciplinary knowledge for example.
2.8 Changing information environment: IL in a spatial context
The University/College is an obvious image of higher education and many Universities have world famous campuses (e.g. Harvard, Oxford).  Traditionally, and for the most part, learning occurred on campus in campus buildings.  However, the advance of the internet and other such e-learning facilities have created new spaces where students learn and are taught – what Brabazon refers to as “digitised educational settings.” (Brabazon, 2007: 28).  These new learning landscapes permit different ways of communicating and interacting and require being literate in different ways.  Searching for books and journal articles no longer requires a real visit to the Library.  Students can log on to Library websites (and other websites) from a plethora of devices anywhere in the world and find information to assist in their scholarly productivity. The application of a geographical lens to the consideration of learning, the provision of knowledge and information in higher education in the twenty-first century provides some useful insights.

Drawing on the work of Gibson (1984), Kitchin notes that the space of ‘cyberspace’ is a geographical “space the imagination enters and interacts with” (Kitchin, 1998, P385).  Kitchin’s use of verbs when describing what people can do on the internet is particularly interesting.  The internet, he argues, allows people to “explore... browse... exchange... participate... transfer... search... take part in... run...” (Kitchin, 1998, P386) thus evoking an image of a space that is highly interactive and dynamic in nature.  This sense of flux is important in the context of the spaces where students learn/e-learn and produce work.  

Kitchin unpacks “cyberspatial” developments through the use of three main themes.  Firstly, cyberspatial communication challenges traditional ideas about communication.  This recalls the work of Halpin (2000, P136) who noted that libraries are experiencing “detraditionalisation” and “rediscovery” in terms of how they serve their populations.  Secondly, Kitchin identifies that cyberspatial interaction “blurs modernistic dualisms, such as virtuality with reality”.  Essentially there has been a blurring of boundaries in human interactions and communication in cyberspace.  This has a direct impact on how students engage with the abundance of online material and ultimately, how they produce work by adhering to certain principles (e.g. avoiding plagiarism) – issues that have repeatedly been raised by Brabazon (2002; 2007).  Thirdly, and with clear geographical undertones, Kitchin explains that cyberspace is “transforming space-time relations and creating new social spaces that lack the formal qualities of geographic spaces.” (Kitchin, 1998, P386).  This notion has applicability to student learning and work and resonates with the work of Brabazon (2007) who also notes that the increased availability and efficiency of information online indicates that productivity has become more efficient (Kitchin, 1998).  And yet, Brabazon argues that there are many problems with student work, student engagement, attitudes to learning and the consequences of learning as a result of increased availability of information in cyberspace (Brabazon, 2007: 20).  Davies (2012, 2013) work on behaviour in social media networks is also of interest in this regard in gaining an insight into how students’ behave in an online environment such as Facebook. Kitchin asserts that the “rules of engagement” online differ to the rules in “real world spaces” (Kitchin, 1998).  For Brabazon (2007) these rules of engagement are hinged upon students being information literate, i.e. that they have an understanding how to manage and use information that is freely available online.  Elsewhere, others have argued that internet users may simply be “lost” in a digital world and unable to find the information they need (Winter et al., 2010: 802).
  
Interestingly, cyberspace has been heralded as “a new space of white-collar crime” (Kitchin, 1998: 401).  While Kitchin makes reference to crimes such as embezzlement and fraudulent payment, it is possible to apply this notion of crime to the production of academic work as Brabazon (2007: 28) does with specific reference to plagiarism.  Indeed, Kitchin suggests that online behaviour in cyberspace (such as representation of the self) is “highly manipulable ...intellectual fabrication” (Kitchin, 1998: 394 citing Mitchell, 1995: 12). In the case of scholarly writing using the work of another drawn from obscure cyberspatial sources, without correct acknowledgement or citation, clearly contravenes ethical codes.  However, crucial also is the fact that many students may not be deliberately setting out to commit a crime, rather they simply do not know or understand the process of using information correctly and interpreting information with meaning and integrity especially during online activity. 

Emphasising the fact that information literacy is an “ongoing process of change and development” (Brabazon, 2007, P24), Brabazon’s research demonstrates that students’ online information behaviour undertaken to produce their scholarly work is more akin to “superficial” web surfing - where popular, as opposed to credible, work is utilised – rather than the seeking out diverse and valid information such as peer-reviewed academic work in order to meaningfully construct their arguments (Brabazon, 2007,P 20-21).  While the internet and more specifically search engines such as Google, efficiently facilitates searching for information, the quality of student work falls short of appropriate academic standards and more crucially has the potential to lower learning outcomes.  This parallels Kitchin’s assertion that productivity is more efficient in cyberspace insofar as students are able to gather multiple sources of material (efficiency) but it does not equate with genuine learning or engagement with the actual material in order to produce original work (meaningful productivity or what Brabazon (2007: 30) refers to as “critical literacy” – a close relation of information literacy).   
In this context it is essential to consider the structures and processes at work in higher education that potentially cultivate such behaviour and outcomes.  Macro level socio-economic forces (e.g. massification, funding cutbacks) need to be considered alongside changes in University processes (e.g. curriculum delivery, provision of information) in order to fully understand the apparent lack of information literacy among student populations and its associated challenges and struggles (Brabazon, 2007). The questions who or what is responsible or ‘owns’ the problem/issue of information literacy arise here. 

The global massification of higher education is underpinned by democratic equality and driven by macro socio-economic goals (Altbach et al., 2009), one being an educated workforce able to compete in an increasingly diversified, ever-changing and technologically driven economy.  Therein, literacy becomes “an economic engine” (Brabazon, 2007: 27).  Where greater participation in higher education is required to facilitate the development and sustaining of the knowledge economy, there is a related requirement for the rationalisation of services when funding is static.  A curricular example of rationalization is modularisation which impacts on course design, delivery and assessment, and which has been cited as particularly problematic in terms of its effect on learning outcomes and experiences (Brabazon, 2007).  More generally, and controversially, Arum and Roksa (2010) note that undergraduate education is a low priority in many U.S. HEIs and suggest that limited learning on some college campuses is indeed a reality because learning is competing against other social and work activities.  Indeed, Arum (2013) attests to the fact that as the commodification of higher education accelerates in the U.S., students are graduating with undergraduate degrees which are of questionable quality and emerging with limited thinking and writing skills.  Less and less time is spent by college students in class and studying outside of class (17%) compared to ‘socialising, recreating and other’ (51%) (Arum, 2013​[9]​).  Moreover, the continuing trends of global social inequality persist in higher education despite the presence of democratic ideals that underpin massification (Altbach et al., 2009; Arum and Roksa, 2010).

In the context of such developments, challenges arise not only for students but also for academic teaching staff and librarians.  Teachers are forced “to ask about acceptable levels of research, writing and scholarship from... students” (Brabazon, 2007: 38) and this can be difficult given the acceptable minimum requirements established by the University.  Indeed Rodriguez (2005 in Bhatt, 2011:P3) argues that “the ability to evaluate research could be more important than the ability to conduct research”.  In an age where literacy is deemed essential for the knowledge economy (Commission, 2000; Brabazon, 2007) students are “being less creative, innovative and dynamic” with regard to their scholarly work (Brabazon, 2007: 25). As Kitchin (1998) outlines, individuals, more generally, are highly innovative in transforming themselves in cyberspace.  Indeed, cyberspace behaviour is “socially constructed” (Kitchin, 1998: 401).  When students, as Brabazon’s evidence-based research explains, bypass directions towards appropriate scholarly material given by their teachers, and freely navigate cyberspace in search of loose and cheap information for their scholarly work, they potentially undermine and demean the traditionally accepted and esteemed “expertise involved in well-theorised interpretation and scholarship” (Brabazon, 2007: 22; Metzger et al., 2010: 415).  Metzger et al. (2010: 414) concur with Kitchin (1998) when they suggest that traditional standards of credibility “break down in cyberspace.”  So while on the one hand technology assists scholarly endeavours, such as searching for information, it also problematises people’s knowledge and awareness of where the genuine credible authority lies: is it with the academic who has published peer-reviewed work in a prestigious journal or with a layperson expert with one million ‘likes’ on their blog?  Metzger et al.  (2010: 415) describe with command what is happening. In the words of Madden and Fox (2006), social computing tools and applications can “replace the authoritative heft of traditional institutions with the surging wisdom of crowds” (p. 2).  The result may be a shift from a model of single authority based on scarcity and hierarchy to a model of multiple distributed authorities based on information abundance and networks of peers.
For Brabazon, this is a disturbing reality in higher education (Brabazon, 2007: 25) both in terms of student learning and the challenges it presents for teachers as gatekeepers of knowledge/information and custodians of “credibility standards” (Metzger et al., 2010: 414).  Understanding the evolution of such practice does not mean we assume a “blame the lazy student” approach (Brabazon, 2007: 25) rather it requires a “whole scale” examination of structures and processes associated with HEIs particularly in the context of current and changing socio-economic, socio-political and cultural milieus.

Additionally, the position of the library and the work of the librarian are of critical relevance here in terms of higher education.  Libraries are being bypassed on campus and in society at large (Brabazon, 2007: 37-38 citing Coates, 2005).  The library is no longer considered to be the ‘knowledge hub’ of HEIs with many students avoiding and being ignorant of its centrality to learning and substituting a meaningful interaction with peer-reviewed work and books in favour of a superficial web surfing.  Libraries order and organise knowledge (Brabazon, 2007, citing Coates, 2005 P, 38) and have the potential to manage and moderate social injustices (Brabazon, 2007, citing Coates, 2005 P, 55).  Despite Libraries’ and Librarians’ efforts at developing and delivering information literacy initiatives (be they stand-alone, integrated or embedded) contemporary internet-based cultures of searching for information prevail.  Brabazon insists that librarians and teachers intervene to encourage students into “referred research, stressing that Google is the start – not the entirety – of a search.” (Brabazon, 2007: 20).  But old habits die hard.  

While the English Language Primary School Curriculum​[10]​ stipulates that “information retrieval” skills are a fundamental aspect of a child’s language learning it is possible to posit that the working system and processes at the micro level in school are flawed and actually inhibit the development of IL – time constraints in class sometimes mean that pupils are provided with the information to ‘get the task done’ rather than the search being prized.  While Primary Schools in Ireland acknowledge IL in policy documents, anecdotal evidence just outlined suggests that this is not part of the curriculum in practice.  Consequently, the important first step of finding information is bypassed. Ultimately children’s independence and skills to search for information are limited.  

Students, and indeed the general population, appear to be simply continuing with learned practices of searching for information when they commence, and continue into higher education with difficulty pursuing legitimate channels of information and even visiting the library (Brabazon, 2007, P15, 16, 45), to the extent that Brabazon argues we need to “push” them into the Library!  Librarians then function to assist teachers in building informed curricula since the librarian punctuates “the information landscape, controlling and managing enthusiasm and confusion.” (Brabazon,2007, P37).  In a more explicit way, Brabazon describes a model of librarian-teacher engagement that would effectively cultivate information literacy among students by teaching them the advantages of diverse forms of reading and research.
Information literacy integrates documents, media, form, content, literacy and learning.  The expertise of librarians and teachers must – overtly rather than implicitly – support new modes of reading, writing and communicating, integrating and connecting discovery, searches, navigation and the appropriateness of diverse resources. (Brabazon, 2007: 39)  

In this model of cultivating information literacy there is a clear and definite role for the ‘librarian as teacher’ (Halpin, 2000) in order to build an “information scaffold” (Brabazon, 2007: 20). This discussion was necessary to situate the research question in a broader educational context. Firstly, it illustrates that despite the idea of IL being embedded in the Irish Primary Curriculum it does not appear to be teaching an awareness of core principles of IL to students who arrive in HEIs. Secondly, it outlines the reality of IL in practice in HEIs and that which has been empirically proven by Brabazon (2007). Thirdly, it describes information searching in an overall spatial context illustrating that learning has moved beyond the library and college campus and highlights the challenges this presents to students and staff and this is of critical relevance for considering the ownership element of the research question. Finally, this discussion is also important for considering the impact of IL by acknowledging the impact and reality of information illiteracy at HEIs. An important question is, are “crimes of plagiarism” really being committed by students if they do not even realise what they are doing?  An important first step then is to bring students into the Library print and online environment to commence formal information literacy that will enhance meaningful and credible learning.  

2.9 Conclusion
















The previous chapters have explained the impetus for this research, reviewed the literature and created a transdisciplinary dialogue that took Information Literacy (IL) from the field of LIS and into Education using the Pedagogic Device (Bernstein, 1975).  The Research Questions were to investigate the concept, ownership and impact of IL. The current chapter outlines how the research process was operationalised from considering the research questions to the development of findings.  Firstly, it provides an ontological and epistemological perspective that illustrates why a qualitative approach to understanding the concept of IL was considered.  Secondly, it provides a rationale for using a qualitative methodology and discusses why the Instrumental Case Study was implemented.  Next it provides an account of the multiple research instruments used to generate the data – one to one, semi-structured interviews (in person and via Skype) and Focus Groups.  The five sample populations (students, academics, librarians, student services and key informants) and their selection are then discussed.  Ethical considerations are accounted for also.  The processes explaining how the data was analysed are then outlined before a final section that addresses the issue of Researcher Reflexivity. 

Presenting the research methodology in this way is essential for three reasons (1) to illustrate how the research was formulated and conducted, (2) for understanding how the findings and discussion that are presented later in the thesis emerged and (3) to adhere to the ‘replication standard’ (King, 1995).  The latter ensures that this work, as with all reputable academic work, will provide a future platform on which to develop research and theory in the field (King, 1995).  

3.2 Ontological and Epistemological Positions
Certain ontological (nature of being) and epistemological (nature of claim to knowledge) assumptions underpin this research both explicitly and implicitly and these had a formative influence on how this research was conducted and on the operationalisation of the methodology (Cohen, 2001).
When looking at research methods and methodologies to answer a research question considerable thought must be given to the concept of research identity. This research identity colours and conditions how we see ourselves and how we understand others. (Dunne, 2005, P14)

My own career and role as Senior Librarian for Learning and Research Information Services have influenced this research and my research questions.  I appreciate that I bring a bias to the research. From my career experience to date, I have seen the growth of IL initiatives in my own institution and beyond but have yet to see clear evidence of how these initiatives are impacting on the teaching, learning and research processes. More specifically, I entered into this research with a concern that the potential for IL, as a knowledge construction concept aligned with literacy, was still an under-researched area. In my daily practice I see students and staff grappling to find information particularly in online environments. This ongoing struggle continues despite the fact that online journal articles and e-books have been in academic libraries for over twenty years. Previously I was a Subject Librarian with Science and Engineering. While a large amount of reading material for this Faculty existed online, a lack of awareness existed regarding the volume of information and how to access it. It seemed from anecdotal evidence in conversations and from observations in my practice that students and staff develop information habits early in their academic careers which frequently appeared not to evolve with technology or with expanding content. In my current role as Head of a Subject Librarian Team, I interpret these issues from a broader perspective.  Campus-wide, the complex online information environment we work in poses challenges not only for how we find information but also in terms of how we use, manage, acknowledge, develop and produce further information. These challenges shaped my thinking about how information literacy is not just a skill but rather a critical concept linked intrinsically with staff and students’ wider experience of teaching and learning at university. Considering these issues helped determine my research questions where I wished to gain a greater understanding of what IL means within the university sector and to examine how its presence or absence impacts on staff and student learning experiences and specifically how the role of the Librarian has the potential to address these issues. 

Consequently, as Sikes says 
	The reason for doing research is to get knowledge and to communicate that knowledge, often with the ultimate view of informing practice/and or policy and, thereby, improving things in some way. (Sikes in Opie, 2004, P21)

My research approach was qualitative and facilitated consideration of situational factors such as my positionality, timing and feasibility of procedures and the implications of these in pursuing the current study,
The research process is a social process within which we are challenged to consider what we know and how we know it. As Dunne suggests: 
What sort of entity we think the social world is and how we think we have knowledge of it is a prior and continuing question in relation to the research process. (Dunne, 2005, P14)

One’s epistemological status can be a “real anxiety” for many researchers (Dunne, 2005, P138).  Careful consideration was given to this process in the current study particularly in light of the fact that a theoretical transition was occurring as IL was being moved from LIS to Education. When we separate ontology and epistemology we might come to a position where we accept the reality of the world but question our ability to have a direct knowledge of it (Dunne, 2005, P82) and this can cause uncertainty for the researcher. The study’s research questions seek to explore the concept of IL within HE, ownership of it and the impact of it in our practice. In doing so, it accepts IL as it has stood heretofore within the field of Library and Information Science but also challenges the concept and questions our ability to have direct knowledge about it in the field of Education. 

IL is an emerging field which has been dominated by an LIS perspective. This has led in the past to a one-sided view of the concept which has resulted in information literacy being described as a skills set rather than a wider knowledge base. This view is evolving as demonstrated in the work of Secker & Coonan (2013), Lloyd (2006) and Bruce (2002).   In order to further enrich our understanding of the concept and to appreciate its value to learning and knowledge development, this research positions IL in a formal education environment and theoretical framework and, therefore, suggests a more holistic and “shared” understanding of the concept. 

IL is a constantly evolving concept which in the last two decades has emerged as a separate field of research, scholarship and educational practice (Lupton, 2006, P9). Much of this scholarship attempts to understand the concept of IL using qualitative approaches and methodologies (Bruce, 1997; Webber, 2003; Lupton, 2012; Corrall, 2008) which is not surprising since it is not traditionally situated in a scientific or quantitative library context. Qualitative research employs procedures and instruments such as interviews, focus groups and participant observation which are sometimes more suitable for studying particular phenomena (e.g. children’s experiences of play in the school playground. Lodge, 2005) compared to quantitative approaches and methods.  Moreover, exploratory studies, such as the current one, which require an investigation of participants’ experiences and practices, necessitate the use of ‘open’ and flexible procedures and instruments. Since the purpose of this thesis was to explore the theory and evolution of the concept of IL, rather than just reviewing its practice, an emphasis was placed on exploring the perceptions surrounding the development of the IL concept, ownership of it and also its impact. Consequently, it was important that the procedures and instruments permitted the collection or generation of this type of data. 

3.3 Methodology
A methodology is a strategy or plan of action that connects methods to outcomes (Creswell, 2003). Methodologies deserve critical reflection since they determine the data collection and data analysis process and ultimately, the types of contribution to knowledge that findings claim to make. The adequacy and integrity of the research design for achieving the research purpose is a recurrent theme (Coiro, 2008).  The considered ontological and epistemological positions provide a guiding structure for the research design that facilitates the generation of a plurality of viewpoints and understandings of the IL concept.  Therefore, an interpretivist, approach was needed for this research (Cohen, 2001).
 
Methodology and evolving methodologies for digital literacies have been discussed by Leander (2002). While they may not correspond with traditional ethnographies or other methodological approaches, they draw on such perspectives to inform rich analyses of literacies in the digital context. Such studies are mixed method approaches drawing on survey approaches as well as interviews, document review, focus groups and other forms of qualitative research. The current study attempts to replicate parts of their methodology and apply it in a different context to develop a rich conceptualization of information literacy (Diehm & Lupton 2012). 

3.3.1 Qualitative Methodologies: Choice, Opportunity and Purpose
3.3.2 The Instrumental Case Study Method 
The current study’s conceptualisation of IL is inclusive of three important elements – the concept of IL itself, ownership, and impact of IL. As outlined in the previous chapter, this research uses one theoretical mechanism (Pedagogic Device) to create the necessary transdisciplinary dialogue between LIS, the traditional ‘home’ of IL, and Education Studies.  The participants include five diverse groups of research participants: Students, Academics, Librarians, Student Support Services, Key Informants.  Moreover, the participants are not confined to one location or institution. Librarians and Key Informants come from outside the IIQ. Academics, Students and Student Support Services were from the IIQ.  For these reasons alone it would be difficult to ‘square’ this study within a typical case study framework.  Therefore, this research employs the Instrumental Case Study methodology. 

The case study design is not an unfamiliar one in the broad field of Library and Information Sciences (Fidel, 1984a, 1984b; Zach, 2006) and in the field of Library Research (Stenhouse, 1981).  It seems it was a welcome addition to LIS research because up to the 1980s a great degree of LIS research was quantitative (Fidel, 1984a: 287).  Specifically, case study research has explored ‘online searching’ (Fidel, 1984a, 1984b) and more recently ‘information seeking behaviour’ (Zach, 2006).  Stake (1995) and Yin (2003) are contemporary leaders in the field of Case Study research who base their approach to case study research on the “constructivtist paradigm” (Baker & Jack, 2008, P545).  Within this research paradigm importance is attached to the idea that humans create meaning around objects and experiences they have in their social worlds (Baker & Jack, 2008, P545) . Stake (1995) argues that the Case Study method offers an opportunity to gain insight and reach general understandings of our research question and in the current case understand the meanings the research participants attach to IL and how they conceptualise their IL-related behaviours. 
Stake (1995) identifies three types of case studies: intrinsic, instrumental, and collective. Study of a unique situation necessitates an Intrinsic Case Study.  Its uniqueness however limits the transferability/generalisability of results.  

The Collective case study is a study that uses multiple case studies and offers the opportunity to study them comparatively (Stake, 1995; Yin, 2003).  Indeed this type of case study was utilised to in the field of Library research to examine sixth form students’ ability to conduct independent library-based work (Stenhouse, 1981) and more recently by Zach (2006).  Multiple case studies (Yin, 2009, P 61) are sometimes considered to be stronger than their single case counterparts because the latter pose the risk of the researcher restricting their research opportunities. However, this has been mitigated against in the current study by using multiple methods (e.g. focus group interviews, one-to-one interviews) and samples.  

Finally, the Instrumental Case Study is used to accomplish something other than an understanding of a situation - it provides an insight into an issue or help to refine a theory. Moreover, it extends the applicability of the general Case Study Method.  While the Intrinsic Case Study focuses on one unique situation (e.g. Information Literacy among First Year Students at IIQ) the Instrumental Case Study seeks to examine a phenomenon in this case IL. The research site (IIQ) is not attributed with the same level of status or interest as it is in the typical Intrinsic Case Study nor are the participants since there is no overwhelming need to do this (Stake, 1995, P3; Yin, 2003,).  Indeed, the research site and people are secondary while the exploration of the issue, theme or phenomenon in question (i.e. IL – concept, ownership, impact) is to the fore.

Yin’s (2003) categorisation of Case Studies differs – they are explanatory, exploratory or descriptive.  Bassey (1999) sees the exploratory case study as theory-seeking and the explanatory study as theory-testing.  The former ‘theory-seeking’ best suits the current study.    

Furthermore, Yin (2003, P86) outlines the many sources of evidence that are a good fit for the Case Study method – Documentation, Archival Records, Interviews, Direct Observations, Participant Observation and Physical Artefacts with interviews being “one of the most important sources of case study information” (Yin, 2003, P89).  Indeed the author notes that interviews in a case study are more likely to be “guided” rather than “structured” (Yin, 2003, P89) and this is true for the current study.  Data collection from multiple sources has been regarded as a “hallmark” of case study research (Baxter, 2008, P554).  Moreover, the use of multiple sources reinforces the validity, reliability (Yin, 2003, P97; Baxter, 2008) and ‘trustworthiness’ of the data (Lincoln and Guba, 1985).






Table 3.1: Alternative Methodologies
Action ResearchAction Research involves the practitioner in the field of research.  Often interventions are made and tested in the field.  It is well suited and tested in the field of Education particularly for exploring the effectiveness of teaching and learning methodologies (Hogan, et al, 2007).  While there is merit in considering Action Research in the future to assess the efficacy of IL initiatives that are in-built into curricula on campus in terms of the current study the researcher’s own practice was not the ultimate focus of research.  Therefore considering Action Research ceased. 
Narrative ResearchNarrative research explores the stories of individual experiences (Creswell, 2007) and is a robust method that lends itself to studies where great depths of understanding are required (e.g. Feeney, 2012. A study of rural men’s decisions to engage in suicidal behavior).  However this method of enquiry requires significant focus and interpretation of the lives of the individuals to understand the phenomenon in question and this was not a requirement for the current study. 
Grounded TheoryIn its most simplest form Grounded theory proposes that theory can be developed directly from the data that has been generated (Strauss and Corbin 1990.  The main instrument of enquiry is an in-depth interview that seeks to uncover and theorise basic social processes (Calman, 2006). This was not required for the current study, Moreover, Grounded Theory is laden with internal rigour and encourages the researcher on a journey of true discovery.  In light of my researcher-librarian identity this method has the potential to present challenges for such a journey since I bring a certain bias and knowledge to the process.








3.3.3.1 Interviews: Face to Face Person and Face to Face Skype
Silverman, (2007, P1) asks us to construct narratives from what we see and proposes that we can find the “remarkable in the mundane” and the “mundane in the remarkable” (Silverman, 2007, P18). To a individual who has never frequented or been part the University library community the on-campus library may seem like a mundane environment where mundane activities such as borrowing books and searching for journals occur. However, it is a space where significant information-seeking behaviour happens and it is the site where observations can be made about IL in practice which lends itself to Fidel’s study (1984a). A qualitative approach that uses interviews and focus group methods offers the opportunity to gather rich data to examine what on the surface appears mundane but which can have potentially remarkable details. 

Interviews are essential for the Case Study (Yin, 2003).  As noted earlier in Case Study design, interviews are likely to be guided rather than structured (Yin, 2003).  For the current study interviews were conducted on a one to one basis with participants from three of the five sample populations – students, academic staff and key informants.  Two types of interviews were undertaken.  Face-to-face interviews in person were conducted on the research site and Face-to-face interviews were conducted through the online medium of Skype with key informants who were located in different parts of the world (e.g. Australia, UK).     

Face to Face interviews in person “are characterised by synchronous communication in time and place” that provide opportunities for the researcher to respond to social cues (voice, tone, body language) (Opdenakker, 2006).​[11]​  There are no time delays and researcher and participant can react to each other.    

There are a variety of tools available to facilitate online data gathering. One such example, Skype software, was used in this study. Using Skype is becoming an increasingly viable research tool (Saumure, 2014, Deakin, 2003).  Skype software is freely available online to download and provides a number of options in terms of speaking to other Skype users such as on a PC, laptop or mobile device. Its use has been documented in a previous LIS study (Saumure and Given, 2014). It offers “researchers the opportunity to conduct inexpensive, synchronous online interviews” (Saumure and Given, 2014). The authors used Skype to interview fifteen distance learning students on a teacher librarianship programme. Students were based in Canada and the researchers were based in New Zealand. They reported that the software was inexpensive, geographically flexible and user friendly as it was easy to install and use.  Moreover, the authors note that employing this research tool ensured that they could recruit their sample population from a greater geographical location.  Skype transgresses traditional geographical boundaries thus extending our research endeavours and in the current study this facilitated the inclusion of internationally acclaimed key informants in the field of IL.  Furthermore, it was possible to record these interviews using a digital recording device in the same way a Face to face, in person interview is recorded.

3.3.3.2 Focus Group
Focus Groups are a form of group interview that yield a collective rather than individual review (Cohen, 2007, P376). There is as much interaction between the between the participants as there is between the participants and the interviewer. In this research, focus groups had the potential to offer interaction, revealing any common beliefs about information literacy, but also the potential disagreements about the concept.  They also offered the advantage of inviting individual stakeholders to focus on discussion of one topic. The literature points to the weakness of this procedure, for example limitations to the number of items that can be discussed, intra-group disagreement, group thinking or group speaking coming to the fore and how some members may be denied a voice (Cohen, 2007,P377). Though this procedure has come in for some criticism, in that it can be “contrived”, in the sense that it brings together a specifically chosen group of people to discuss a particular theme (Cohen, 2007, P376), nevertheless despite the unnatural setting, in this research the interaction between all participants revealed insights not possible in a one-to- one interview setting. The focus groups also had the advantage of generating large amounts of data in a short period of time which was practicable within the bounds of this study. 

In terms of running the focus groups, I drew on my previous experience of managing group exploratory discussion.  I was familiar with the process from conferences and seminars and welcomed the concept of “moderator” rather than “interviewer”; I saw myself as someone who could prompt and facilitate discussion rather than control it. It was also my intention in that the focus groups would sit alongside my other methods, complementing the interviews and being informed by the document review. Focus Groups were carried out with participants from two of the five sample groups – students and librarians. A non-probability (non-random) method of sampling was used in the current study. This is discussed later in the chapter.  As with all other interview based methods the focus group discussions were recorded using a digital recording device. 

3.3.4 Research Instruments
3.3.4.1 The Semi-Structured Interview / Focus Group Schedule
The research questions for the focus groups and interviews were derived from a review of the literature and the subsequent document review. What emerged were three distinct areas of particular interest, Concept, Ownership and Impact of Information Literacy. An interview schedule was designed on this basis and is listed in the appendix (Appendix 3). The same interview schedule was used at interviews and focus groups and is a flexible research instrument (Cohen, 2011)  

3.3.4.2 Pilot Study 
A small focus group took place to pilot the research instruments and fine tune recording and questioning technique before the formal data collection occurred.   It was conducted to review and test the design of the planned focus group/interview research instruments and to investigate how adequately they functioned to generate data. This was conducted in the chosen research site (IIQ) a location that would be used throughout the data gathering process and it occurred over one session. The pilot group were librarians, familiar with (1) information literacy and (2) working with a wide range of students and staff. A key finding to emerge from the Pilot Study was that the research instrument i.e. the interview schedule needed further explaining particularly in regard to the terminology used. Consequently, a more comprehensive information sheet was developed that explained the purpose of the study (See Appendix 2). Explaining the terminology was paramount since this would have implications for data generation at interview and the actual dynamics of the research process.  It would not be good practice for a researcher to spend considerable time having to explain terminology.  Moreover, difficult terminology has the potential to be off-putting and intimidating for participants especially when power dynamics are considered – a Professional Librarian Researcher interviewing about ‘information seeking’ behaviour in the University Library. 
 
3.3.5 Data Collection and Generation 
Data was collected between October 2011 and May 2012. Interviews were recorded using a digital recording device (dictaphone).  Participants were asked for their permission to record the interviews and provided their consent.  An information sheet was distributed to the participants in advance of the meetings and again on the day. Before recordings began participants were asked to sign a consent form and were aware that they could withdraw at any point during the interview and afterwards. The length of the focus groups varied between fourteen and seventy-one minutes.   So too did the interviews, they varied between fourteen and sixty-four minutes.  These sessions were semi-structured and the discussion was guided to cover key topics i.e content, ownership and impact of Information Literacy. The same content was covered in all sessions. Data was transcribed by an outsider who is a long-time sub-contractor to the University and was familiar with dealing with transcribed sensitive material. Data was de-identified at the point of transcription and clear transcripts were returned to me which became the data that informed the findings of this research. 
   
3.3.6 Data Analysis
Data analysis was conducted manually.  Computerised Assisted Qualitative Data Analysis Systems (CAQDAS) were not utilised.  While the study was exploratory in nature, the three important elements of the RQ provided an analytical framework for the researcher. Data analysis commenced at the first interview – as is the norm in qualitative studies (Cohen 2011, Feeney, 2012).  Data analysis ran concurrently with Data Collection. Comparing data between interviews and groups began.  This is the point of data convergence that provides an opportunity to understand the phenomenon holistically (Baxter and Jack, 2008, P554). The analytical framework was formalised to reflect the three important components of the Research Question (RQ): Concept, Ownership, Impact. This was a pragmatic approach to data management and analysis and buffered against becoming over-whelmed by the amount of data especially when multiple sources are involved (Baxter and Jack, 2008).  Themes within these analytical categories emerged (1) generally amongst all populations and (2) and within the populations. While some other themes and issues emerged that were of interest, they did not merit further investigation or development at this point in the context of the study’s RQ,  for example, the issue of gender in libraries emerged in this research. Gender arose in the descriptions of librarianship as a female dominated profession in supporting roles. The relationship between this perception and IL was beyond the scope of the current research but should be considered by future research in this area. 

3.4 Participant Selection  
3.4.1 Sampling Method – Participant Selection
Sampling essentially takes a subset of the population and uses to study the population as a whole, primarily for reasons such as feasibility and cost. A non-probability (non-random) method of sampling was used in the current study.  Indeed this method has been used in previous case studies in the field of LIS where the samples selected are based on the judgement of the researcher to achieve the particular objectives of the research (Zach, 2006, P10; Fidel, 1984a, P278).  This method is often applied to qualitative studies that seek insight and depth for understanding a particular phenomenon.  This contrasts with probability sampling (random) that is very often used in large-scale, representative, quantitative studies.  
There are various types of non-probability sampling: convenience sampling, quota sampling, purposive sampling and snowball sampling. Purposive sampling was the method chosen to select the research participants in this study.  This is a well recognised method of participant recruitment in previous ‘information-seeking behaviour’ studies in LIS (Zach, 2006; Fidel, 1984a).  In the current study respondents were selected for a particular purpose e.g. key informants because they are experts in the field.   Furthermore, multiple data sources were selected in keeping with the general framework of data collection in case studies (Stake, 1995; Yin, 2003, Baxter and Jack, 2008).  Multiple populations provide diverse perspectives of the phenomenon in question (IL) which allows the researcher to explore the phenomenon with greater breadth.  Moreover, multiple populations / sources in this research data was gathered from five distinct groups of participants. These groups were: (1) Academic Staff (2) Student Services staff (3) Librarians (4) Students (5) Key informants using semi structured interviews and focus groups to ensure research reliability and credibility (Yin, 2003, 2009). 
3.4.2 Sample Populations
The sample populations chosen explored the three themes of concept, ownership and impact of information literacy in detail. Apart from the key informants, all participants were colleagues in Irish higher education and the majority came from one Irish institution (the IIQ). Academic and Student Services staff were chosen from staff who had a particular interest in this area, from within my institution, and from across the University (IIQ) to represent staff at different grades and disciplines.  The sample frame of librarians in the main research site  was limited so I extended recruitment of the Librarian sub-sample population to other sites to form this group. Yin (2003: 90) Key informants are often “critical to the success of a case study”.  While there is a danger of one becoming over-dependent on the data arising from such sources (Yin, 2003) this is mitigated against by the use of four other data sources.


Table 3.2: Sample Size, and Sub-Sample Size, Research Method used
Sample Sub-populations ↓	No. of Participants	Research Method
Students	4	Focus Group with 2 UndergraduatesIn-person, one to one interview with 2 Post Graduates
Academics	5	Focus Group with all 5
Librarians	3	In-person interview with one participant Focus Group with 2 participants
Student Services	2	Focus Group with 2
Key Informants	5	Individual Skype Interview with 4In-person interview with 1 
Total Sample N = 	19	
3.4.3 The Recruitment Process
Populations were recruited in a number of ways. All those approached received an information sheet (in Appendix 2) with background information about the study. 

Librarians were recruited from a flyer that was circulated at a CONUL Information Literacy Seminar in Dublin in May 2011. Those interested in taking part were asked to provide contact details for the researcher to follow up. 

Recruiting students proved most difficult. Despite requesting student participation (on a library notice board, Graduate Student notice board and via Moodle) successful recruits came from students I approached personally.  

Academics were recruited from a wide range of people on campus who were part of the researcher’s professional network. Staff from across disciplines were recruited and both male and females from different positions i.e. Dean, lecturers, Directors were included in the final sample.
 
Student Support staff were recruited in a similar way to academic staff via the researcher’s professional network however this pool was significantly smaller than the academics and this reflects the disparity between the greater number of academics  on campus compared to student support staff.





Ethical approval is a fundamental part of the research process to ensure that participants are not harmed by the research process.    

3.5.2 Ethical Approval
Ethical Approval was granted at the University of Sheffield. This procedure required that (1) the proposed research was described and the proposed research methods outlined and (2) participants were protected by being made fully aware from the outset about the nature of the study. Four main ethical principles were adhered to. 
No harm. Participants were informed that by participating in the study they would come to physical or psychological harm.  
Informed Consent. This was ensured in two ways: Firstly by the Formal Information Sheet (see Appendix 1) which was given to participants prior to participating in the interviews and focus groups.  This provided information about my position and the proposed research. Secondly, prior to all interviews and focus groups the nature of the study was explained by the researcher and there was an opportunity to answer any questions or address any concerns the participants may have had.
Confidentiality/Anonymity.  This was assured and noted in Consent Form (see Appendix 1).  Interviews were recorded and at the point of transcription were de-identified.  All identifiers were removed (participant’s name, workplace).  De-identified/Anonymised recordings were permanently deleted from the recording device and are stored in a password-protected desktop in the researcher’s workplace which is located in a secure office in a secure building on campus.  When the study is completed the recordings will be permanently deleted from the computer in line with research ethics procedures.  Additionally, participants were given pseudonyms.  A list of the participants’ names were kept in a locked file in an office in the University Library which is protected by Security​[12]​.  The exception to this was with the Key Informants.  Given their high-profile nature it became apparent that their inclusion in the study was a major strength.  I was advised during the analysis stage that identifying the KIs would be beneficial.  All KIs were then contacted via email and this analytical perspective was presented as a rationale for seeking their permission to identify them in the thesis.  All KIs accepted this rationale and granted their permission to be identified in the research via personal e-mails sent to the researcher. In keeping with best research practice and acknowledging their goodwill the researcher offered to provide the KIs with a draft copy of the analysis chapters where their interview quotes were being used.
Voluntary Participation was reiterated and participants understood that they did not have to participate if they did not wish to do so. They were made aware of this on the Information Sheet and again at interview.  They were also informed that they had the right to withdraw from the study at any time without needing to provide a reason for doing so.

3.6 Reliability, Validity, Trustworthiness and Triangulation
Reliability and validity are concepts traditionally associated with positivist research paradigms that test the research, its data and findings (Golafshani, 2003).  In recent times reliability and validity have been reinterpreted for their application to qualitative studies (for a review and discussion behind this process of reinterpretation see Golafshani, 2003).  Almost two decades ago Lincoln and Guba (1985) argued that the ‘trustworthiness’ of research is based on concepts such as ‘credibility’, ‘transferability’, ‘confirmability’ and ‘dependability’.  These are crucial for evaluating the quality of the research in terms of the ‘truth’ of the findings and the extent to which they reflect the participants’ responses and not the beliefs of a biased researcher (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). In justifying application of the concept of reliability in qualitative research, Golafshani (2003: 601) notes that the idea of reliability “closely corresponds” to Lincoln and Guba’s concept of dependability.  Lincoln and Guba (1985) highlighted measures such as triangulation and auditing to ensure dependability and credibility (reliability) of the research and the outputs of the research (i.e. findings and new knowledge). Indeed, establishing reliability in and of the research demonstrates validity (Golafshani, 2003: 602) and this was affirmed by Lincoln and Guba (1985).   

Validity, conceptualised by some as ‘quality’ and ‘rigour’ (Golafshani, 2003, P602), serves as a type of “qualifying check” for the research that is influenced by the researcher’s paradigm.  Regardless of one’s perception of the meaning and application of the term validity, almost all qualitative researchers will argue that some sort of quality check is necessary  (Golafshani, 2003, P602. In the current study my ontological and epistemological positions, as outlined earlier in the chapter, have informed how the data is collected, generated and analysed.  The study seeks to explore the potential diversity of understandings about the concept, ownership and impact of IL to shed light on our current one that is bound within the disciplinary parameters of LIS.  In the spirit of constructivist approaches no one perspective of IL is true or correct.  Indeed it is expected that a plurality of perspectives will emerge that will enrich our understanding of IL as it currently stands and develop it further as the researcher seeks to bring it out of LIS and into Education.

Lincoln and Guba (1985) posit a series of measures to ensure ‘trustworthiness’ – now justifiably reinterpreted as reliability and validity (Golafshani, 2003).  Operationalising such measures is facilitated by the Instrumental Case Study methodology used in the current study. There are in-built mechanisms within Case Study Methodology that assist with ensuring reliability and validity (Yin, 2003).  Multiple sources of ‘evidence’ and their triangulation are advocated (Yin, 2003). While the current study utilised the interview method overall, multiple interview types were employed (one-to-one, Focus Group).  Furthermore, the study’s sample population was comprised of multiple, sub-sample populations.  The use of multiple sample populations is acceptable within Case Study research since evidence is arising from numerous sources and this mitigates against an overdependence on one type of interviewee such as a key informant that has the potential to render the data biased or one-sided (Yin, 2003).  Consequently, diverse data generation occurred.  The diversity of data sources (KIs, students, academics, librarians, support staff), the data and its triangulation meant that the data was constantly being compared and verified during the analysis. This was achieved by constantly referring back to the three main elements of the research question which informed the analytical framework - concept, ownership and impact - and developing categories and themes therein and cross-checking this with the data in all its forms to develop truthful and valid findings and knowledge.  Methodological rigour is evident from such processes.  In this way, triangulation serves as a ‘strategy’ for ensuring validity and reliability of findings in qualitative research and ultimately adheres to one important measure proposed by Lincoln and Guba (1985) to ensure the ‘trustworthiness’ of the research. Ensuring reliability and validity through triangulation is crucial and essential for any research to be quality research (Lincoln and Guba, 1985; Golafshani, 2003).

3.7 Researcher Reflexivity
I am a professional Librarian.  My daily professional practice and observations I made of students’ and academics’ IL behaviour prompted my initial interest in the subject area.  My ‘fluency’ with IL infers an ‘insider’ status and I am involved with IL on a daily basis.  I understands IL as nuanced and highly complex.  Furthermore I understands its critical relevance for teaching and learning. This contrasts to what I witnessed in my place of work among others particularly among students and academics.  This presents a potential power differential in terms of my position in the field – researcher as powerful: participant as powerless.  Consequently, it was necessary for me to disclose myself in the research by seeking to understand my part in and influence of the research process (Cohen et al., 2011: 225).

In the current study I embraced an exploratory ‘modus operandi’ and maintained a sense of ‘ontological humility’ throughout without claiming supreme authority of the topic under investigation​[13]​ (Kofman, 2010; Simon and Goes, 2011).  At the outset my position is outlined.  Space was created, indeed it was necessary as part the exploratory nature of the research, to permit the voices and perspectives of the participants to be heard and their experiences accounted for.  This is crucial for advancing the development of our understanding of IL and what it means in an Irish HE institute.  Indeed the benefits of maintaining ‘ontological humility’ in this way extend beyond the research world and into the field of business practice (Kofman, 2010).  Kofman argues that we need to 
overcome our attachment to our own perspectives and accept foreign ones.  Dialogue is richer and more productive when all opinions are considered, that is, when no single opinion is presented as the only truth. (Kofman, 2010, P2)

This philosophical perspective informed the research practice particularly during the data generation and collection stages, specifically at interviews thus mitigating against power imbalances.  The Pilot Study is testament to considered, informed and reflective practice as is the triangulation strategy implemented during the data analysis stage of the study.  The Pilot Study facilitated the refinement of the research instrument, specifically in terms of the terminology that was used to generate the data in an ethical way by providing accessible ways for the non-key informant participants to offer their experiences.  Triangulation permitted the development of ‘quality’ findings and knowledge.  Cross-checking and verifying themes, ideas and concepts among the diverse data that emerged further served me well by permitting me to maintain ‘ontological humility’ and be a critically reflective practitioner rather than a biased one.  

3.9 Conclusion  






















This chapter will present findings from analysis of the data collected with a view to identifying unique and shared understandings of the concept of Information Literacy (IL). It will also refer, where appropriate, to the literature and to the conceptual framework provided by the work of Basil Bernstein. The chapter will review key issues that arose and discuss their impact in relation to my research question. It will link with Chapters 5 and 6, Ownership and Impact, in order to illuminate the nuanced nature of the concept and to illustrate the overlap and interchange across the three findings chapters in this thesis. Within this Chapter, findings related to the concept of Il as perceived by participants will be the focus. The following themes emerged and will be discussed in detail: (1) Contested Terminology, (2) Situated IL (3) Information as Space.
 
4.2 Contested Terminology
The debate around terminology emerged in all the interviews/focus groups. For some participants Information literacy was known as a concept rather than a term. Participants were aware of finding, using and managing information as a concept but they were not aware of terminology to describe this. This lends itself to one of my aims where I argue for the movement of IL into Education. The term information literacy was only really well known by key informants and librarians. This suggests that students are disenfranchised by their lack of knowledge about IL. As noted in the discussion that follows these findings parallel those of Brabazon (2007) that documented uninformed behaviour by students in their academic endeavours. Other participants did not name the term but understood the concept and identified that it was about finding, using and managing information. 

The academic staff focus group highlighted that the concept was familiar to them but the terminology was unknown. One academic noted I mean the first time that I ... you know the first time I came across the term was the course that you guys ran. (Joe, Professor). There was also a sense in this group that perhaps the term information literacy was limited to online resources or the internet and that it was not relevant to paper So it’s not limited to digital resources? Any resources?  Bonnie queried and was interested to find out that in the literature the term applies to all information. Across the focus group the concept was something academic staff were familiar with but were not wholly informed about. Yet, they expected their students to demonstrate a certain degree of IL fluency in accordance with the ethical production of academic work.  In this regard, issues such as referencing and avoiding plagiarism were brought into the discussion and recognised as being a long standing requirement at University. 

I don’t think it’s something that’s sort of you know there’s no big bang when information literacy suddenly happened, I mean you know it’s always been there in one shape or form... it’s just that I suppose the range of information services and the way we access information and the way we use information has changed radically and the electronic world has been a prime mover in that you know. (Joe)

Student Services i.e. staff who work with students in a support role, also found the terminology to be unfamiliar but were somewhat familiar with the concept:  
I suppose really it’s fairly new in the sense of the way you’ve set it out as a concept. (Angela)

There was further recognition that IL might be acknowledging something that was already in place; this was noted by Angela: 
It’s kind of a new concept or maybe it’s packaging something just differently that I haven’t really put it in that way before. (Angela)

Of the focus groups, students were least familiar with the term and least familiar of all respondents with the concept. Indeed, it is fair to say that both the terminology and the concept were an unknown for most students. Noel, a PhD student and a tutor in the Social Sciences, said I’ve never heard of it ever before, today is the first day I’ve even come across it as a concept... Even through my own study, say the sociology of education, I would never have come across it. Colm, a mature part time student, was aware of the concept but had gained his knowledge from a workplace environment describing a workplace experience that introduced him to the concept:
And I thought I was the bees-knees on this one, I did up the slide show, did everything, went in, did the presentation.  My boss looked at me and he said ‘Where did you get this rubbish?’ and I said ‘I got it on the web and here there and everywhere’, ‘Who did you use?’ and I told him, ‘Never use Wikipedia’, I said ‘Why?’, he said ‘Go back’ and I went back, he sent me back out, I pulled up the page and what I had on my slide was totally different to what was on the page and I went that’s it, never again will I believe that.  So when it comes to Information Literacy you’ve got to be very careful. (Colm)

Undergraduate students also demonstrated a lack of awareness of the terminology and the concept. Aileen, a second year undergraduate student, said Information Literacy, the words themselves like I wouldn’t have come across ... and Áine said: 
It’s new enough to me, especially ... when you’re kind of doing Science in first year you didn’t have to do any of that stuff but when education comes into in second year when we start writing our essays ...that’s when plagiarism and all those kind of things need to come in. (Aine)

Aside from their lack of familiarity with the concept and terminology, findings demonstrated that in practice students had difficulty using information in an academic environment. This was reinforced by the concerns expressed by academics about students’ inability to demonstrate IL skills where this involved knowing how to find, use, manage and critically evaluate information. One of the central arguments of Bruce’s work (2002) is that these types of difficulties arise primarily because IL has not been centrally located within Education. It is at this critical juncture that my work seeks to make a contribution by putting forward solid evidence in support of the need for IL to be situated in Education in the Irish context. 

 Interestingly, it was in the students’ discussions of their difficulties in using information that they articulated their best awareness of the concept:
It’s just knowing what to take out and what to use and then the likes of like I’m really bad with knowing how to reference things properly... ... so that would now definitely be my hardest part. (Aileen) 


Their lack of information literacy and negative impact this is having on their academic performance will be discussed further in Chapter Six. It is notable at this point that based on the evidence that is emerging thus far in this study IL needs to be positioned more strategically within Education generally so that it provides fundamental support and enhancement for student learning. This finding fits with the work of Lupton (2012) and Bruce (2002) and others such as Elmborg (2006) who argue that IL needs to be formally recognised as a literacy in its own right because when it is aligned with curricula it serves to be a powerful and meaningful educational force.
 
Key informants and librarians spoke with an overview of the IL concept.  They spoke about the evolution of the term from a skills-based to a knowledge-based concept. Findings show that for key informants and librarians the concept evolved as the online information landscape information literacy evolved. Initially it was a skills-based approach:
I mean obviously what I think we started with, was library skills really, and by that I mean that people thought you showed them how to use the catalogue, you know this is pre-digital days, when you did a library skills session you showed them how to use the catalogue, you might have explained how to find something on the shelf using Dewey. (McGill)
 
These skills were no longer considered sufficient in the 2000s and by then it was felt that information literacy was becoming a broader concept: 
So that by the time we hit the 2000s we were talking about information literacy not library skills because by then what had happened was the digitalisation of things meant that we were having to teach very different kinds of skills. (McGill) 

And there was an understanding that the concept was far more than simply related to using a library: 
...they (students and staff) had to have the skills to be able to go to all the different places ... and have the skills to find stuff, critically appraise whether it was useful for their learning and I’m talking about all this in a learning context as well. (McGill) 

Some respondents in the group thought the variance in terminology was useful in terms of strengthening the concept: 
... and some of the terms even though it’s the same word have massively different connotations in that sector and you had to kind of navigate that and that was okay because it was kind of productively ambiguous.  Really kind of people knew what you were talking about even though you didn’t have to go and spell it all out it was used as a conceptual shorthand in some sense. (Belshaw) 

Some respondents were critical of the term itself and had much to say about how the term limits the full potential of the concept. Indeed, some of the key informants said that they felt that librarians were the only ones using the term Information Literacy and that this  terminology only serves librarians rather than teachers or academics. 
And I just I felt really unhappy with the idea of Information Literacy, I didn’t understand it because I’ve never really thought like a librarian. (Lupton)

While librarians and key informants were most familiar with the concept they did not always have the same opinion. Furthermore, key informants had developed ways to situate information literacy into a wider learning context but librarian had more difficulties doing this:   
It (information literacy) doesn’t serve and I’ve moved my focus to inquiry learning. (Lupton) 
and McGill: 
So I don’t think there’s any point in teaching IL unless you link it to the curriculum because the student needs to see and connect to information literacy. (McGill)

Brabazon echoed this need for the concept notionally to be situated in practice: 
So I’m always interested in documents and document management but document management for what purpose, for what end? So for me context and relevance are integral to the definition of information literacy. (Brabazon)

However, in contrast to the key informants, librarians described IL in more traditional and quite de-contextualised ways: 
I suppose it’s the ability to find information, first of all to recognise that you have an information need or that the student knows that they need to find information for something, and then to be able to critically evaluate that information and use it an ethical manner. (Sandra)

This pragmatic skills based approach to the term is further supported by another librarian John who says that he prefers to describe IL as a set of skills rather than a wider concept:
It’s I suppose more I suppose something more hands-on, more practical, whereas kind of literacy would be like kind of perhaps kind of implies something more theoretical ... You know like something more academic...I think something as well that maybe kind of selling it to lecturers they might be kind of more interested in skills you know when something has a kind of practical kind of thing. (John)

While key informants acknowledged the fundamental role of librarians in IL, they were also critical of this role as they felt that librarians described IL in a narrow way and were wedded to a narrow definition and interpretation of the concept. Lupton expresses this: 
You know that’s one reason for chucking out the concept is because people or librarians can’t seem to move beyond that unfortunately. (Lupton)
But the librarians indicated that they felt academic staff do not show an awareness of the true teaching potential of librarians and/or IL: 
You see I think ...that whenever I say oh you know library training for your students I think sometimes the perception is there rightly or wrongly that some academics think oh just send them down to the library and sort of this babysit thing and they mightn’t necessarily understand what it is we’re about. (John) 

These varying understandings support the research aims of clarifying the concept and its concept development. Equally, they are critical to understanding the sense of ownership of IL.  What the librarian participants say here speaks to an important element of the Research Question which seeks to understand the concept of IL.  Ambiguity surrounds the concept, even in their professional capacity. This has potential implications for the development of the concept. Furthermore, it has implications for how librarians take ownership of it. This strengthens the argument for IL to be assimilated into Education as heretofore it has remained in LIS and this is demonstrated by students who do not experience IL as a legitimate literacy or as privileged knowledge.

Ambiguity and misunderstandings about the concept of IL have the potential to weaken its emergence as a literacy in its own right not least due to the fact that considerable debate exists about what the concept actually means (for a full review of IL terminology and descriptions see Bhatt 2011). While Belshaw acknowledged that IL terminology is “productively ambiguous” I would argue that it is only productively ambiguous at the level of key informants and leaders in the field. Their authority of IL does not inhibit their understanding of the concept and what it means in practice. However, this is not the case for students and staff as has been demonstrated by the evidence presented here. Bernstein’s Pedagogic Device (1975) helps us to understand why most participants (non key informants) practising in Education lack the command of IL that the key informants have. As I have argued in the conceptual framework in Chapter Two, IL is conceptualised as “privileged knowledge” in LIS but not in the wider field of Education. This conceptual idea is now emerging as a reality and this has been demonstrated by those who experienced the most difficulties with IL such as students, academics and Student Services staff. 

4.3 Situated Information Literacy 
The phrase “situated information literacy” is one that I am using to describe different information literacy behaviours by different people in different situations which will be evidenced by the findings presented in this section. This emerging theme of “situated information literacy” presents findings from staff and students who report different information behaviours in different contexts of situations. In an academic environment students are expected to successfully engage with information in a range of ways across our campuses. From a library perspective students are expected to engage with information in a range of ways: 
Student searching for information 
Student trying to deal with library resources/databases etc. 
Student trying to reference written work properly 
Student trying to format written work appropriately 

The previous section illustrated that academics expect students to engage with information in these ways also as well as other non-library information sources including Virtual Learning Environments (e.g. Moodle) and University Registry systems (course/module selection, text matching tools such as Turnitin).

The sense of how information literacy manifests (or not) in different contexts was explicit in all focus groups and interviews. Within the academic staff focus group there was an understanding that finding, using and managing information is part of the academic experience “and it just really does seem to be part of what the academic world demands” (Bonnie).While it may be part of the academic world it is there in a fractured capacity.  I argue while the democratisation of information speaks to the democratic equality goal of education (Labaree, 1997) the proliferation of casual information so readily available undermines authoritative and credible information that is privileged by the academy. 

While the use of information at university was seen as important, it was also seen as challenging in terms of identifying how to encourage “good” information literacy behaviour. Similar findings have been noted in other studies of IL in Higher Education settings where the authors argue that IL is a “soft applied discipline” (Johnston & Webber, 2005). This lends itself to Bruce’s (2002, 2004) call for IL to be firmly embedded in Education.   This is line with how I have conceptualised IL as unprivileged knowledge in Education using Bernstein’s Pedagogic Device (1975).

Specifically, staff remarked that students either do not choose to use or do not have the information literacy skills needed for the academic environment but that outside of their academic work (buying music, playing games online for example) students possess and demonstrate a level of expertise in this area. Academic staff felt that some students use IL outside their academic life/requirements without knowing they are using it and staff are frustrated by what they see as an inability of students to bring those skills into their academic context. Sean asked of students “you know what about the clever stuff you do outside of work how about applying that?”  This sentiment was also expressed by Paul who posed the question “Why stop being clever when you go to doing your academic work?” 

In terms of the concept of IL Students Services also linked it to critical thinking. They noted the absence of critical thinking skills saying that students found the transition to critical thinking “shocking”.  Seamus described how “they don’t understand the idea of evaluating information and checking for its relevancy or its ability to be cited.” (Seamus).  Likewise, Angela spoke about how they have to be “spoon-fed” when they arrive at University as they have come from an environment that gives them information rather than requiring them to find information. 

In Ireland students experience post primary education as a “teaching to the test” scenario. The high stakes nature of the Leaving Certificate examination affects how students learn and are taught (Smyth and Banks, 2012). Freire’s  (1996)  banking model of education where he refers to the metaphor of a student as a container into which educators “deposit” knowledge provides  a good theoretical way of understanding this process and type of education that is essentially limiting students’ capacities for anything other than storing and regurgitating ‘knowledge’ / facts. Capacities for independent thought, critical thinking, while praised and sought in official Higher Education curricular aims are levelled when the ultimate prize of points and scores are to the fore. This helps explain Angela’s belief that students need to be “spoon-fed”.  It also lends itself to understanding students’ perceptions of their own abilities.

Students identify more with an absence of these skills rather than a definite choice about not using them.  These findings reflect the views of students who participated on a standalone IL module in University of Strathclyde (Johnston & Webber, 2003, P347). They reported on having a range of difficulties in all aspects of information behaviour from difficulties including finding, using and referencing information. They expressed real concern and frustration in terms of now knowing how to engage in good information behaviour in an academic environment. They speak about being afraid and finding it difficult in a University environment when presenting essays / assignments. 
In this research Postgraduate Student Noel commented: 
	And I know from my own experience as a undergraduate but even like when I did tutoring for first years last year I mean there was this great difficulty of how do I present things that I’ve read. (Noel) 

This was further supported by an undergraduate student who reported how she finds information saying:
	I type in what exactly I need into Google and then you’re getting all this extensive stuff that you don’t ... well you wouldn’t need to know it,  You’re like what am I to write down, so I don’t know. (Aileen) 

Seamus in Student Services noted that when students come to University they see the use of computers for typing essays, assignments and using the Library to find books, journal articles etc like a “fourth subject”. This further suggests that even if students are comfortable using computers, they do not see their skills as being transferable and do not consider their pre-existing skills to be relevant in an academic context:  
We would have noticed that ...students would have struggled and their issue wasn’t necessarily they weren’t very capable academically but they would find themselves up until four in the morning trying to bang something out… they couldn’t  fit the style sheet of their department to make it double spaced, put in page numbers, fix the margins, change the font size.  All of that stuff would hold them up and they would come in and they haven’t slept in the whole night because that was, for them computers as they called it was like a fourth subject. (Seamus)

While students maybe IT literate they are not literate in an IL sense as they are missing a critical component. Student Services staff participants reported significant concerns raised by students who struggle in an academic context to manage information. As with their academic colleagues, student services reported that they think students do not transfer their information skills into a learning environment: 
I say to all the students, if you can work your Facebook account you can work any technology that the university has to offer... Like it’s pointing and clicking and there’s nothing more complicated, it’s just getting your head around the concepts. (Seamus) 

Findings from this study however suggest that students are very challenged in an academic environment and particularly in relation to engaging with information. Any perceived information literacy skills students may have developed are from non-academic activities (e.g. social media, buying music, playing online games) and they are not something they see as valuable or transferable in terms of developing successful information behaviours in University. It is at this point that we need to acknowledge that the use of Social Media, buying music, playing games does not equate to information literacy activities. Examining these behaviours and activities is very much an emerging field of enquiry which to a large extent is outside of the scope of this research. 

I would argue that it is not so much using information literacy as other literacies such as the ones outlined by Davies in her research in 2012. Her research explored how groups of friends used Facebook and by doing this she hoped to further understand literacy practices. She drew on the work of New Literacy Studies (Street, 1999, 2006) that developed the idea of “vernacular literacies” i.e. 
voluntary, self-generated practices about getting on with the business of living, rather than (for example) producing texts for academic assessment. (Davies, 2012, P21)

Students themselves acknowledge that they use social media 
...but certainly yeah you can work Facebook, you work Google and you can work your smartphone. (Noel) 

but this did not mean that they felt confident with IL . IL continues to be intrinsically connected to IT. With the evolution of mobile devices and social media networks this research found a proficiency in using mobile devices and social media was somehow understood to demonstrate a potential if not an already existing proficiency in IL. This is not the case and is an unhelpful way of viewing IL as it serves to underwhelm IL by absorbing it into IT or other skills: 
...there just is a thing that we’re all techno-savvy these days...and again my experience of it then is that most people aren’t. we just all assume now that people can work computers and that they just go find a book here or there’s eBooks on line...so I think the gap does have to be bridged. (Noel)

Key informants spoke clearly about situating information literacy in learning.  Bruce spoke about how information literacy must be at the heart of learning: 
People seem to think because we’re talking about information literacy, we can forget all about learning.  But I’m not convinced about that.  I think that learning is the heart of information, in all sectors. (Bruce) 

She goes on to speak about how she sees further development of this concept to be situated within the learning experience across all contexts: 
Where I see the concept of information literacy developing and emerging at the moment is around this whole idea of valuing and unpacking people’s information experiences in all kinds of concepts. (Bruce)

During the interview Bruce gave examples of this from Australia where research is now underway to review how information literacy is used by firefighters for example. The concept’s development, for Bruce, is very much embedded in people’s experiences of doing things every day. Lupton equally argues for a more holistic understanding of information literacy and for a concept that is not broken into a set of skills depending on the context: 
So I think inquiry learning is what we should be talking about and Information Literacy, yes, it’s part of inquiry learning. (Lupton)   

In summary, IL, emerges as a nuanced complex concept. IL changes depending on where the person is, what they are doing and why. IL emerges as a distinct literacy, but it is clouded with confusion in two ways. Firstly, among academics and Student Services staff IL is confused with IT. There is a perception that being able to use digital devices (smart phones, social media) confers a degree of information literacy. Secondly, KIs acknowledge that further research needs to take place to fully understand the distinct nature of IL among the emerging new literacies debate. 

4.4 Sense of information as a space
One unexpected theme to emerge in the findings of this research was the spatial aspect of information. Analysis of this theme has been informed by geographical perspectives of cyberspace and cyperspatial behaviour as noted by Kitchin (1998).  Student Services, Academic staff and students all remarked on the idea of information as a large unmanageable product with academic staff in particular lamenting that information was no longer a finite product in a defined space. For academic staff there was a real sense that information had at one point been captured and confined but they perceive that this is no longer the case. There was a real sense now among the academic staff interviewed that information exists everywhere, and it is no longer possible to define and/or understand that single space or place anymore. In this discussion there was a sense of an undefined, unmanageable information space that was very distant from what was once a familiar information space. In essence, this discussion was concerned with the consequences of moving from print to electronic information. Marie from the Academic Staff focus group spoke about “what’s out there” for example. Joe, also from that group, spoke about what felt like a “lawless” place saying: 
There’s complete and utter freedom of information more or less on the internet so well so you can say what you want whether it’s true or not and pretty much nobody is in a position to police it so ...all those boundaries have been blurred. (Joe)

Furthermore Joe remarked on the blurring of boundaries between peer and non- peer reviewed, and between protected and non-protected information; he noted that the medium and mechanism of the internet “has just wiped them (standards) all away” (Joe). 
Paul, an academic, spoke about how at one point he felt he was an expert in his field but now, with so much information, it is no longer possible to know every single publication in one area: 
In other words the relationship I had with that material in relating to them was what I would call I won’t say complete control but there was a complete knowledge of it, you know...Whereas with the massification of knowledge and with the diversification of the sources nobody can be in charge of it and that’s when it happened I think...you know in the last maybe six or seven years.  (Paul)

There are also issues of power inherent in these comments which will be addressed in Chapter Five: Ownership. There seems little doubt however that the medium and the information format has changed these academics’ perception of information. Bonnie outlines in her opinion the physical place and practice of using information as follows:
It’s all there.  It seems to be free because you can go in and download it.  I mean obviously in other ways it’s not free but it seems to be free and then because of the medium you’re used to downloading other stuff and you don’t really see that as you know some kind of a crime if you don’t pay for it or you’re used to sharing stuff online.  The medium really does shift how we see the information, it changes, it’s not like stealing a book.  It’s not like coming in and taking something off a shelf. (Bonnie) 

Her description is an excellent and informative articulation of the complexity behind how the medium has challenged information behaviour. There is a real tension between the physical space where the information is situated i.e. whether it is print or online, and the engagement that occurs as a result of the medium. Traditionally, and for the most part, learning occurred on campus in campus buildings.  However, the advance of the internet and other such e-learning facilities have created new spaces where students learn and are taught – what Brabazon refers to as “digitised educational settings.” (Brabazon, 2007: 28).  These new learning landscapes permit different ways of communicating and interacting and require different types of literacy. Searching for books and journal articles no longer requires a real visit to the Library; students can log on to Library websites (and other websites) on PCs and devices anywhere in the world and find information to assist in their scholarly productivity.  Indeed this spatial aspect of information has the potential to disturb teaching and learning in HEIs. I argue this because the apparent blurring of information boundaries is evident in the university based on current findings emerging from this study. 

Where do the universities’ boundaries for learning begin and end and what is permitted therein? If the teaching and learning and information landscapes are now so large and boundless they could have the potential to create a sense of uncertainty fear and anxiety for those attempting to navigate through and this was noted by some of the students. 

4.5 Summary 




























In this chapter I present findings addressing the second component of my research question, Who owns Information Literacy? As Brabazon (2007) outlined, the “rules of engagement” by students at University are hinged upon students being information literate, and understanding how to manage and use information. Of critical relevance in answering my research questions are the structures and processes at work in higher education that potentially cultivate information literacy behaviour and outcomes.  In this context, I ask Who or what ‘owns’ (the problem/issue of) information literacy? More specifically I investigate three themes: (1) lack of ownership (2) perceived ownership (3) role of librarian. 

5.2 Information Literacy is Powerful
Participants recognised the importance of information literacy and the critical benefit of this concept. It was also acknowledged as being large and detailed and vast in terms of complexities. This section will review the scale and power of information literacy and will highlight the language used to convey this message. As noted in the literature review IL is important for a number of reasons. It supports learning (Brabazon; 2007, Bundy; 2003, Bruce; 2004 2008, Johnston & Webber 2005). It also supports finding, using and managing information beyond Higher Education and in this way it facilitates life-long learning (Bruce, 2008).  IL is also important because understanding it and even not understanding it has implications for practice. It is also important to understand IL because as demonstrated in the previous chapter it is proving to be a challenging reality that is affecting the teaching and learning process for many in Higher Education in Ireland.   

“Referencing is a big deal isn’t it” Bonnie said to John at the Academic staff focus group. In their discussion academic staff spoke about the power of information.  The sense of who owns academic work, including students’ work, was raised with Sean asking ‘how would you feel if that student there took all your work and never put it in as yours, you know, and then got your mark’. The academic staff focus group acknowledged the commercial power of information and the value of information. Some of the academics put forward an economic and financial perspective in the way they spoke about the value of information because they used words such as “value”, “power”, “commercial” and “ownership” when speaking about the issue.  Joe said “It’s (information) got its own currency you know” and he argued that information literacy could have more currency if students realised that it was “for their own use in general” as a life skill and not something just for use at University. This has implications for how we think about the impact of IL beyond the University while at University.   Joe further suggested that the fact that information appears to be freely available online via the Library means that students do not associate cost with this product, “And because it’s freely available you know to download I think that’s why people don’t put or you know students don’t implicitly put a value on it.” (Joe).

In the discussion that took place in the academic focus group, the information literate graduate was described as being an “enhanced product”: 
The students then are formed, you’re getting an enhanced product coming in here and then you have an integrated programme here which follows the same philosophy, the life skills approach, and by the end of the programme here you know a potential employer should be able to say listen that student is going to be far better than someone coming out of X because they don’t have this system there, you know what I mean.  It’s interesting to see it actually happening before your eyes you know. (Paul)


This finding parallels findings from Johnston and Webber’s Strathclyde study (2003) where the students themselves actually noted added value that IL brought to their learning having participated on a standalone one semester credit bearing information literacy class.   Information Literacy as a concept does not necessarily “sell” itself as being powerful and this raises questions in the current study. One key informant suggested the following: 
Where people try to take what was freely available and put some kind of value onto it and you know so that you knew you were getting quality stuff but as a librarian trying to teach information literacy you could take several options and what most of my colleagues in libraries did was...they purely focused on making sure that their students could search. (McGill) 

Essentially, McGill felt that librarians could have harnessed the power of IL further and perhaps this was a missed opportunity? Traces of this are still evident in the current study as some librarians still ascribe an IT status to IL i.e. they associate IL with finding, using and managing online information on devices rather that associating IL with the wider learning context.  Others failed to realise that students are not able to translate their tech savvy skills into a learning environment.  Academics own the class time and that is their resource not to be shared. Why should the academic take ownership of IL when they haven’t up to now? And how could librarians take ownership when they do not have access to class time and to curriculum design and knowledge? Bruce discusses how libraries working with academic colleagues have “powerful opportunities” to make a difference (Bruce) but she suggests that these powerful opportunities will not come about without collaboration between different stakeholders in universities. The power of IL could be transformative not only in terms of the student university experience but also in terms of curriculum design.  It is here that we see the power of IL and how it justifies placement within the field of Education studies. This is essentially what this thesis is attempting to do. Indeed, the positive strength of IL and its ability to support teaching and learning does not seem to be recognised in full. I argue this because people’s experiences of IL at IIQ are problematic, challenging and negative primarily because IL has not been formally aligned to the curricula and made an integral part of the teaching and learning process. It is exactly this that Bruce (2002, 2004) recognises and uses to justify advocating for the placement of IL more firmly in Education. 

5.3 Lack of ownership 
A strong theme that emerged from my analysis and subsequent exploration of the findings were the challenges around ownership and information literacy. This issue was raised by respondents in two ways: (1) Because universities inherit students with no or low information literacy skills from a school system that does not teach these skills, generally respondents felt that it was too late to look for ownership of these skills at University level; (2) Universities do not have processes or mechanisms in place to teach IL skills. This section will consider these findings in detail. 

Bonnie raised a question that was discussed in Chapter Four about students possibly having IL skills and choosing not to demonstrate them: 
like just because they don’t choose to employ them doesn’t mean they don’t have them. (Bonnie) 

This quote suggests that students may have a skill that they choose not to employ or maybe are not aware the skills they have are relevant in an academic context. However, students themselves argue that they come from a second level system that does not encourage any use of IL when engaging with information “When I first went to third level straight after secondary school you are really, really adrift” (Noel).  As a result they are lost when they come to University where they are expected to employ critical thinking skills. Students themselves were critical of the second level education system. Colm described his frustration as follows: 
I think really second level education, I believe, if I was the Minister I would just kick it out the window and say give me a blank sheet of paper and let’s start again here. (Colm) 

Students did not feel that second level gave them the critical thinking skills they need in third level; neither did it prepare them for the shift to using online information in higher education.  Colm noted how disorientated he was when he arrived in the library in university and commented on the apparent lack of connection between second level and third level in relation to the broader education processes and more specifically in relation to information literacy:
… I think you have to look at the broader picture in that you’d have to reinvent the wheel in second level and get kids using technology, working with it and understanding that that’s a good site to get your information, that’s a bad site and ask why.  (Colm)

Equally, however, students were not sure that third level education developed critical thinking and information literacy skills:
 I just think that people are just coming in with the same mindset and I’m not sure if the university changes it that much. (Colm)

Noel supported this opinion and suggested that third level was almost a natural progression from second level rather than a radical academic shift:  
Where I think third level now in Ireland has certainly become the new second level in terms of like now people just automatically you just go to third level now, you know it’s an automatic step the way primary to secondary is. (Noel) 

Noel spoke about the difficulties in engaging students in critical thinking and meaningful information literacy. He argued that students are focused on the assignment and the end product rather than on the process of learning or enriching themselves with knowledge. This finding fits with the work of Boud (2011) who is critical of ill-considered assessment procedures that have the potential to undermine students and staff. Noel spoke about students being in a “framework” for getting a degree or a module mark and he used the example of a lecturer who gave the students readings for their next class. That class was cancelled and students were angry that they wasted time on readings that they did not need: “and everybody was absolutely bulling​[14]​ and the lecturer just kind of more or less said ‘look, there’s no such thing as wasted knowledge or wasted reading, you’re after reading that and you know something about Hobbes and Locke ...’ but this was not something that the students valued. Perhaps the modularisation and compartmentalisation of curricula and the general degree structure is impacting on meaningful student engagement with the teaching and learning process. Indeed, problems with modularisation have been cited as a ’significant’ factor associated with first year student retention (Blaney & Mulkeen, 2007). This idea could be applied to IL in theory since in the IIQ IL initiatives are ‘compartmentalised’ only to the Library and fail to permeate all curricula and to enhance the teaching and learning process. 

Furthermore, Noel spoke about how students did not feel that “education is going to change me” but rather that it is a process that they go through to get a qualification.  The notions of legacy and inheritance were conspicuous in comments from the academic staff focus group where participants felt the University system inherits students who do not display critical thinking or information literacy skills. Rather they are used to rote learning and being handed any information they need.  Joe spoke about how he felt third level students come with long formed information habits that they have developed in primary and secondary schools:
students come in with very little concept of ownership and maybe as a whole you know well information literacy area and the sort of use of the internet and abuse of the internet becomes more clarified in children’s minds that they bring some more of that with them in the future. Maybe what we’re dealing with at the moment is that sort of mechanism has gone way ahead of the education part.. you’d need to look at what happens in primary and secondary schools to see how they deal with. (Joe)
While staff at times indicated they might like to take ownership of the issue of information literacy and encourage in students a sense of critical thinking and real engagement with information resources   they felt that the University processes made that very difficult: 
… I’ve taken over this year as second year manager … so one of the things I would have liked to have done, but of course timetables prevent you from doing this, is actually give a session to the whole class on you know kind of information literacy and actually do that now... it’s impossible, all you get is an hour at the start of the year to say this is the course ... (Sean) 

They also were very clear about the fact that they could see the value of a “cumulative approach” to IL throughout the curriculum, in a programmatic way, embedding IL into the learning, but again this is something that they feel modularisation makes difficult to implement:
… there’s no doubt about it that information skills understood generously and in a rich range of expressions ...has to be an integral part of the total student experience.  It has to be taken seriously as one of the pillars of a student experience.  Now the consequences for that then are inter-departmental dialogue to begin with. (Paul) 

The advantages of this type of approach as seen by the academics would be to give their students a life skill that could help them throughout their lives: “we can give them a much better chance of making a better way for themselves in the world... These are life skills.  Let’s encourage them in them” (Paul). In general, there was a distinction between information technology skills and information literacy skills.  Academic staff, in particular, felt that even if second level invested more in IT in their schools this would not solve the problem. Joe spoke about the “big push” from government departments to put more computers in schools but he said that this was “not going to solve any problems you know” and this was agreed with by Paul who said “that’s completely misplaced optimism”.  However, Colm, a student, spoke about this in a different way suggesting the following: 
I just can never understand why in the name of God in a modern technical world we live in that we still ask a 14 year old to carry a 4 stone weight bag full of books, give them bloody iPads and put the books on it. (Colm)

It is clear from the findings that both students and staff are concerned about the effects of the second level system on the development of critical thinking and IL; that both students and staff note the poor levels of adoption of technology in schools; that it is striking the extent to which students themselves are aware of the problems; and that the third level system has little space to address the issues. Of significance is that there is no agreement about who owns Information Literacy among the research participants. 

5.3 Perceived ownership 
Nobody picks them up on it, you know, so? (Joe)
The research findings in this area suggest that there was no consensus from the focus groups or respondents in relation to perceived ownership of IL.  Within the academic staff there was a detailed discussion on this topic which posed interesting questions. 

Paul considered that it should be less a question of ownership and more one of engagement. Ideally students would engage in a meaningful way with IL and there should be little need to consider who is responsible for teaching students how to engage meaningfully. However, there was a recognition that students do not engage with academic literature in a meaningful way but rather they engage in a way that gives them bite size information that will meet the assessment process.  The reality of teaching and learning for some students in the IIQ is that they are required to present at lectures for a 12 week period and complete an exam or a written assignment or both to fulfil the modularisation accreditation criteria. Indeed there is no obligation to attend lectures. If this is the reality for some, the non-constructively aligned (Biggs, 1996) i.e. outside of the curriculum IL initiatives that are library based will continue to remain peripheral to the overall teaching and learning experience. Once again we see evidence that keeping IL as a privileged LIS based knowledge limits its potential power in the wider sphere of Education. 

While academic staff felt that information literacy was a necessary foundation for students’ deep engagement with their coursework, they struggled to agree whose responsibility it is to teach them these key skills: Joe articulated this difficulty very well while also making the very important point that a lack of understanding exists by academics in relation to their own role in terms of the ownership of information literacy:  
And therefore the onus has come on us as you know different people in the university that make various stabs at it and I suppose it ultimately rests with the academic that’s correcting someone’s assignment, right, and that’s whether you actually just do a once over and you correct it or a thesis even or a mini thesis or a project who may just say well that’s plagiarism, the person fails, or you have a sort of review stage with the student where you sit down with the student and say look you can’t do that you know and you can’t do this and you can’t do that, there’s some feedback.  But equally it doesn’t mean to say that every academic in a department with a specific type of assignment is going to do that and as such I think we don’t all understand what our own roles are you know. (Joe) 

The issue of the ownership of IL emerges from the data as a highly emotive issue. There also emerged from the focus group an emotional sense of “coping” with this difficulty and struggling to manage the deficit of information literacy demonstrated by students. The difficulties posed by a lack of information literacy skills “made assessment a much more difficult process” (Paul). He later says “It’s hard to know what do to in those situations”. 

Where, as noted previously, academic staff are struggling with the changes in the information landscape and, in particular, the vastness of information now available, they are also very aware of issues in relation to the “massification of the thing” as described by Paul, or as Marie say “what counts as information”. Marie describes the information landscape as “something of a revolution...” (Marie) but she also noted that “maybe our processes haven’t revolutionised” (Marie) i.e. while we have progressed to online information, online submission of assignments, our University processes have not kept pace with these changes:
Well it’s interesting that the mechanism has transcended all these other issues like integrity, ownership, access, you know. (Joe)

Sean acknowledged that while the process of finding information has become a lot easier he feels that universities have a responsibility to help students to develop good information literacy behaviour and in his case he builds it into his work:
in a sense we might be failing our own students by not actually making sure they know the difference between these things, you can throw you hands up in the air and say nothing can be done but I think you can actually build stuff into your professional work to say well actually you know evaluation is crucial here ... (Sean)

Joe felt that responsibility for IL depends on “where you set the bar”, considering how busy colleagues were, and that  this issue is “another nail in the coffin... so it’s frustrating” (Joe) in terms of academics having to take on more responsibility. However, he also described issues arising in relation to the University and Information literacy saying that it is more a “generic issue” and while the “library has led the way on this” that it is “absolutely our responsibility to put it in the context of our subject”. Indeed, Biggs (2003​[15]​) notes that it is “the teacher’s job” to create learning environments “that supports the learning activities appropriate to achieving the desired learning outcomes”.  He also notes that “constructive alignment” starts with the idea that “the learner constructs his or her own learning through relevant learning activities” (Biggs, 2003). But as long as IL remains peripheral and owned by the field of LIS it simultaneously remains outside the remit of Education generally where its ownership is questionable and its impact weakened. 

While Joe may feel that needs to be “owned” in the context of the subject Student Services acknowledged that it was difficult to imagine anyone owning it: 
I do find the concept of ownership kind of a funny, you know, to try and think in that term that like who owns information as if it was kind of a product that you could pass from well who is responsible for it. (Seamus)

Seamus also remarked on the evolution of ownership: 
In the past I think it was owned by the Computer Centre almost.  They were, they had the machines and the machines then needed to be incorporated in a certain way, you had to learn that technology but now everything has become so you interact with technology on your own device or you access it in this way or in different sittings and it can be very difficult. (Seamus) 
His view resonates with one key informant who said: “so quite often in institutions one department owns the ICT skills and one department, i.e., the library, owns the information, library skills” (McGill) and this is confusing for students. This sense of confusion relates back to the findings discussed in the previous chapter where IL is consistently confused with IT and the assumption held by academics that students are fluent in the practice of IL via their engagement with device, social media and such. Recent empirical evidence (Davies, 2012) and my findings challenge these assumptions and the consequent need for debate around these issues will be developed later. 

Essentially, Student Services participants took a broad view of information literacy ownership:  
Yes, I mean I think in some ways, well I think it’s bigger than just a library issue.  I think it’s a whole university community issue and in some ways, there was something recently that our University President ... spoke about you know what is it that we want from our graduates at the end of the day, you know, we want them to be literate and critical thinking and  you know and there was kind of a list of what the attributes … your graduates should be and in some ways I think as a university we probably need to take those and take them right back into first year from the first week and say well okay how from day one are we kind of promoting those kinds of skills. (Angela)

This group also indicated that they felt that academic departments should own information literacy and make it part of their teaching:
 I would think that if you were going to increase students’ skills it does probably have to come in terms of the teaching practices. (Seamus)

Student Services’ participants also suggested that as students progress in their studies they struggle more and more with information literacy:
It’s a perception they have themselves, ah I can’t go back in and ask them now, I should know it by now, I’ll ask my friend or else I’ll say nothing and I’ll struggle through. (Seamus)

This is further borne out by students themselves. For example Aileen noted that when she spoke about when she was having information literacy difficulties:   “I’d normally ask a friend who is like really smart”. Aileen also said that “Lecturers are normally the last people I’d go to”. Aine agreed that she would consult her friends first before going anywhere else; when asked if she would come to the library or to her Subject Librarian for help she answered “I’ve never even thought of that” (Aileen). When I explained the role of Subject Librarians and library staff in general to help students find, use and manage information Aine said “I guarantee not one person in our class knows that that service is there”. 

Colm also expressed his frustration with his university experience of being taught IL. He would have welcomed some guidance in first year in relation to these issues. He described his experience saying he did have some information literacy built into his learning but it was much later than he wanted: 
I think in third level, for me, I would loved to have seen a support unit that encompasses some of the lecturing staff, the admin staff, the librarians, the support staff.  That for the first semester that we’re kind of I don’t want to say taken by the hand and mollycoddled and mammied but we’re show around the system.  Like one of the big issues I had and I have said it to the department I’m attached with that we did an ICT research module I didn’t get to do mine until I was in my third year and I said it’s ridiculous, that should be first year. (Colm)

This struggle with getting relevant information literacy help was further echoed by Noel who said:
... I didn’t really find much (IL help) in terms of from either the department or from here (Library).  Maybe it’s because it’s a third level thing that maybe you know it’s up to you to go on your own kind of I don’t want to use the kind of cliché of a journey but ... (Noel)

Overall, there was a real sense that the University provides a fragmented and compartmentalised approach to Information Literacy and its negative consequences are widespread.  Academics are not clear on where information literacy belongs, modularisation has led to a cramped curriculum, students come to University with no experience of critical thinking and are not demonstrating information literacy skills in their new academic environment. Libraries attempt to address this but often in parallel to course work. Overall, there is an absence of synthesised thinking which is having a negative impact on a wide spectrum of university activity.  Indeed, findings from other key informants indicate that the lack of a synthesised approach is not just to information literacy but to other academic literacies such as academic writing for example.  Findings from international key informants indicate similar issues: 
There isn’t an understanding, an institutional wide understanding, of the literacies to support learning because it’s owned by different people...so you know you’ve got your librarians have got their understanding of information literacy, you’ve got your academics who’ve got their subjects and professional literacies.  You’ve got your IT Department.  You’ve got you know tools in that literacies that no one person in the institution has an overview of how these literacies connect and that is a really big disservice to students. (McGill)

Christine Bruce noted similar issues and contrasted with an effective joint partnered model.  In Queensland University of Technology (QUT) Information Literacy Framework. This framework: 
Was done at sort of the highest levels in the University, it went through the Teaching and Learning Committee and all of those things and of course it was driven and led by the Library. ... so that’s the leadership role. However, a lot of work has also been going on as a result of that from within the academic communities to the extent that we have had some academics who have gone off and got Teaching and Learning Grants for example around the whole information literacy area... that ‘s the academic side then taking the ownership. (Bruce) 

Indeed similar co-partnered approaches to the ownership of IL are advocated in the literature (Peacock, 2001). Peacock particularly highlights the potential benefits of the librarians and the academics working more closely together to deliver information literacy and she calls for further collaboration in a changing teaching and learning environment. 

5.4 Role of the Library and Library Staff 
It emerged from data gathered that the library and library staff were associated with information literacy once people fully understood the concept in its entirety i.e. the ability to successfully find, evaluate, use and manage information. Noel, for example, said “an awful lot of the way that information was available to you was mainly left to the library staff here and it was kind of more or less up to yourself to come over here, do a library tour...”.  Key informants all acknowledged that librarians traditionally claimed ownership of information literacy but some of the data suggest that this is not ideal particularly as it takes IL out of a context. In particular some findings suggest that the model of the library owning information literacy was seen to decontextualise information literacy from the wider educational context in which it could be situated: 
	... the librarian can’t own Information Literacy, because it sits within this wider thing, and so when they do own it it ends up becoming you know a lecture on how to use library databases or a lecture on how to use EndNote or you know all that sort of stuff.  Where the librarian doesn’t necessarily have an idea of what the end point is you know what the point of the research, the library research. (Lupton)

Lupton argues that in terms of ownership we should be talking about information as evidence and posing questions to students such as ‘what evidence did you draw on when building this argument?’ rather than ‘what information did you use when writing this essay?’   Equally, she feels that this is something that academic staff and library staff should work collaboratively on:
... to me that’s a qualitatively different thing you’re saying, you’re saying what’s the evidence of this, who said this, why did they say it, in what context did they say it, how does it support your argument giving that idea and it’s a totally different way of thinking about referencing and citing. (Lupton)

Lupton does not advocate any one owner. Rather she sees IL “completely … as part of a bigger picture...”  She suggests that this approach puts more emphasis on students “constructing and communicating ideas rather than constructing reference books” (Lupton).

In contrast, Tara Brabazon spoke about how she feels that information is best held by librarians as:
They are the guardians and the custodians of information, they are.  What librarians do better than anybody else is help us gather, preserve, understand, sort and manage information and that is your portfolio and that is your brief and you are trained for that.  I was not trained in that.  So that’s what I believe.  Information literacy is best held by librarians. (Brabazon)

However, she also spoke about the need to situate librarians and library staff within the broader learning environment and echoes Lupton’s sentiments in this regard: 
What I think though is all of us have a responsibility in terms of our professional development – everything coming from history, media studies, cultural studies, medicine – every single one of us has a responsibility to ensure that we can embed information literacy in our curriculum, we must be able to have the librarians with us as partners.  Librarians must be involved all the way through but it’s also my responsibility to activate that skill in a virtual and analogue classroom. (Brabazon)

McGill also acknowledged the traditional association of libraries and information literacy but she asks “is there still room for a model where a librarian owns an information literacy, teaches information literacy?  Or do we need models which pull them together?”   She also acknowledged that a move to pulling models together “requires people to let go of preconceived notions and roles and traditional boundaries and areas of ownership and that’s really, really hard” (McGill). Her comments are interesting yet sensible in light of how the information landscape has been transformed and its knock-on effect on teaching and learning. The professional and pedagogic identities of both the librarian and the academic have been challenged as the need for IL to be understood, practiced and owned increases. Her acknowledgement of the multitude of literacies and the overlap between them was further raised by Belshaw who spoke about a plurality of literacies needed by students in a learning environment and this sense of a plurality was something that he felt challenged libraries:  “there is a sense that you know there’s kind of one literacy to rule them all and that is Information Literacy”. He further goes onto question this: 
“So in terms of ownership it’s probably the (libraries).  In terms of who should own it?  Nobody.  Nobody should own terms and definitions and stuff which is why I don’t think having one definition of anything is particularly useful (Belshaw). He noted that “Well the only people who really talk about it (IL) are librarians and that librarians are quite “precious” about the term”. 

Finally, Bruce spoke about how, in her view, “information professionals have played a strong leadership role ... and they have a potential to continue to play a strong leadership role”.  But she warned that “being too ownership-oriented to information literacy is probably not a positive thing” and that she believes that ownership by the academic “leads to more powerful opportunity within the information profession” (Bruce).   She acknowledged that outside of the University sector there is a value in considering ownership of information literacy which is noted here:
In Australia and I think in other parts of the world, the States and so on, there’s been quite a concerted effort to get other professions involved and then through conferences and for example when some of the UNESCO meetings... and other things and the United Forum for Information include a lot of members that are you know industry partners and not just information professionals or information professions and I think that is a very positive thing... And that whole advocacy that’s going on in the States seems to me to be quite dramatic at the moment or even you know the declaration of the information literacy month and so on..And there is quite a lot happening on the UNESCO front also that is trying to push the information literacy further out from within the information library space .... (Bruce)

5.6 Summary 


























This final findings chapter looks at the explicit and implicit impact of Information Literacy in Higher Education. Initially, this focus was reflected in the research question where the concern was to review how respondents felt Information Literacy (IL) was impacting on their work. Specifically, I was interested in exploring any evidence that may/may not indicate the impact IL was having on learning.  For the purposes of this research, I understand the concept of impact to broadly incorporate realities such as contribution of IL in Higher Education, the value of IL in Higher Education and what if any difference it is making to teaching and learning in Higher Education. Three analytical strands emerged from the data in this respect. They are: (1) Measuring Information Literacy (2) Assessment in our Education system is flawed (3) Lack of IL is a matter of grave concern. 

6.2 Measuring Information Literacy 
Chapter 2 highlighted the many conceptualisations and standards of IL that exist from an international perspective. Information literacy means different things to different people. Consequently it is difficult to apply a rigorous ‘measure’ of something that remains a fluid concept and is constantly evolving. The data revealed that students’ demonstrating critical engagement with their learning was accepted as a measure of IL by academics and KIs in this study primarily because this would mean IL was having a positive impact on student learning. This was a generalised view held by all. The evaluation of information is core to Information Literacy and this was clearly expressed by Sean:  
... but I think evaluation is the key thing you know and to me it’s about making sure you understand what you’re citing and you’re clear about quality you know, evaluation is about knowing what’s good and what’s not good and what to use and what you can’t use ... (Sean)

Academic staff spoke about the need for students to reference material and how this can lead to challenges for students where they need to employ more than one referencing system depending on the disciplines with which they are engaged.  There were mixed feelings amongst academics on this: 
Bonnie: “Oh the other thing is it’s completely confusing, if you’re taking three different subjects you need to use MLA in English, you need to use something else in History, you need to Harvard in Geography” 
Paul:	“Yeah it’s ridiculous”
Bonnie: “... you’ve three different referencing styles that you need to learn”
Paul:	“I agree with you entirely, it’s ridiculous”
Sean:	“But that’s the university thing yeah”
Bonnie: “And you know as a student you’d be well within your rights to say ‘come on’! ...”
Sean:	“Yeah, yeah, yeah”
Marie:	“Yeah”
Bonnie: “... because the important thing is to tell you where I got the information, does it really matter what system I use?”
Paul:	“But you see we’re very attached then, that’s academic freedom ...”
Bonnie: “Yes we are, that’s academic, that’s different from the skill stuff ...”
Paul:	“... I agree “with you and there’s a conflict there”
Bonnie: “... there’s a big conflict there”
Paul:	“There is a conflict there and I don’t know if the academic population is sufficiently conscious of the importance to students of consistency”
Joe argued that he didn’t think the specific referencing system was important but he did think it was good to have different ones for the following reason: 
It’s like doing Algebra you know if you ask someone to solve the equation you know x+1=0 and you teach them how to solve that and then you give them an equation y+1=0 and you ask them to solve that and they can’t, they go ‘What’s why?  You know I only learned to solve this with x’ you know.  I mean it’s a generic skill.  (Joe)

Academic staff felt that understanding referencing was important and the ability to apply the correct systems in the appropriate context was part of what was expected and could possibly be one way of defining and/or measuring the information literacy ability of students, albeit a limited one. The evidence here suggests that academics measure IL in terms of a students’ ability to produce credible work and to reference correctly demonstrating that they have critically engaged with their learning. While KIs share the academics’ measure of IL, they also speak of the impact of IL at a higher level in terms of learning paradigms. 

Bruce spoke further about the “learning paradigm...which is dominant in our universities”. She raised the issue of difficulties associated with measuring information literacy’s impact within that paradigm because:
when you’re measuring impact and so forth ... when you’re using the word measure you’ve somehow got to attach a number to it...You’re trying to examine people and you’re trying to test them.... and I’m not sure that that necessarily matches the paradigm or the view of the information literacy that we are trying to work more in … (Bruce)

This point resonates with Biggs (1996) who speaks about ‘constructive alignment’ which represents an alignment of real learning with meaningful assessment. Furthermore, Biggs describes “performances of understanding” which align teaching methods and assessment (Biggs, 1996, P348). Indeed the term ‘performances of understanding’ provides an interesting way to consider student behaviour in terms of learning. Assessment in Higher Education rewards ‘performance’. It is difficult to practically ‘measure ‘rich meaningful learning. Again, Bruce spoke about the practical difficulties of measuring IL and how these needed to move beyond a superficial level/interpretation; she noted, for example, that you could not measure information literacy by seeing if someone could use a library catalogue even though this is a part of information literacy. For her, IL is about looking at the whole picture and this parallels other issues associated with IL such as IL not being considered “privileged knowledge” as long as it continues to be interpreted as a library skill. 

Belshaw echoed these sentiments. He considered IL very difficult to measure in an isolated, one-off context. He considered that IL is most effectively measured in the most appropriate learning context.  
Because in different contexts it’s different things and it does depend massively on context. (Belshaw) 

Equally, he argued that while we are tempted and to try “to nail everything down” if we do this there is no flexibility and you can end up “just adopting someone else’s system”. Furthermore, he cautioned that “people mean different things by impact” and that it would be difficult to come to an agreed understanding of what the impact of information literacy really is. Lupton’s contribution resonated with those of the previous key informants and academic staff in identifying that it is very difficult if not impossible to measure IL and get a sense of its impact.   She remarked: 
It’s very difficult then if we’re very much focused on Information Literacy you know in the traditional sense to get a sense of the impact of it. (Lupton) 

However, she did argue as did Belshaw that in the right context it might be possible to get sense of its impact:
It’s much easier if you’re in the bigger broader picture to get a sense of the impact of working with people and sort of raising their awareness about all these things. (Lupton)

Furthermore, she struggled, as did the academic staff, with the use of referencing as a measure of information literacy: 
I...for me it’s the way the student can conceptualisd the information and synthesise it in creating argument and use that as evidence to support their argument, ... if they’ve cited or you know referenced incorrectly I don’t actually give a stuff (laughs) ...... because it’s the quality of the ideas that are important to me. (Lupton)

Brabazon argues that IL is not measurable as is the case with a lot of learning. She said “So from my perspective it’s actually not going to be measurable” (Brabazon). However, she follows this with “Does that mean we don’t find strategies to show how it is relevant and important? Absolutely not.”  

In very practical terms, library staff spoke about feedback they received from academic colleagues in relation to measuring information literacy. Eileen spoke about how the positive impact of IL was demonstrated in students’ use of a wide range of better quality information sources and in their a demonstration of a better understanding of the subject as a result of reading more broadly.

6.3 Flawed assessment in Education 
There are widespread claims that how we assess in our education system is flawed (Smyth & Banks, 2012, Drudy & Lynch, 1993). Freire’s banking model of education lends itself to these current realties particularly in the context of high stake and terminal exams because the curriculum Freire argues becomes reduced to a subset of facts that teachers deposit in students. As Brabazon notes 
Learning is very unproductive a lot of the time; people make mistakes; the mistakes are what make learning actually happen. (Brabazon)

She argued that within learning it is difficult to take out “enough variables to link “a” to “b” and as a result you can never prove causality”. 

Lupton spoke about how she observes IL in her students and it is not through conventional ways such referencing styles but through the quality of students’ arguments. 
I say they need to have a consistent referencing style but I don’t really care what it is, you know...if your spelling is incorrect and your grammar is incorrect that’s going to come in the way of expressing your argument.  Well the same is if your referencing is incorrect that’s going to come in the way of your argument too.  But the focus shouldn’t be on the referencing it should be on the expressing of the argument. (Lupton)

Furthermore, she says that she feels the assessment system is very unsatisfactory and needs serious revision:
I’m an anarchist.  I actually think education should be totally restructured and I think we should be using authentic forms of assessment for instance so I think the essay or the research paper is not necessarily an authentic form in many disciplines. (Lupton)

Academic staff similarly struggled with the assessment system. Sean raised some interesting issues in this regard. In relation to assessing information literacy he said: “I think it’s interesting that even our discussion is focused on outcomes, outputs, measurements, but actually information literacy is as much about inputs and processes as it is about outputs”. However, he continues to argue that as academics they are all involved in assessment and “unfortunately assessment, which drives me mad, seems to drive everything that we do”, with which everyone agreed. 

One component that further problematises assessment is plagiarism among students. This is a concept with a wide literature and intentional plagiarism, unintentional plagiarism and cultural borrowings for example are all note worthy issues to consider with this concept. Pennycock (1996) argues that: 
Plagiarism cannot be cast as simply black and white issue, the prevention of which can be achieved via threats, warnings and admonitions. 

Rather he argues for: 
An attempt to explore more generally different relationships between learning, literacy and cultural differences.

 The complex nature of plagiarism was acknowledged by all academic staff. Indeed, all of the academics spoke emotionally about how even when they see plagiarism it is difficult within the University system to address or police it and they spoke about how easy it is for students to plagiarise by copying and pasting from an online information source into a word document. 
… … but they are actually passing themselves off as something else, something other than they are and it’s a very difficult thing to cope with because you’re almost dealing with sort of an academic schizophrenia ... (Paul)

Paul elaborated and spoke about how you can have a “virtual person with a virtual result” and yet there are limits to what can be done to address the issue of plagiarism within assessments. For him it raises questions about the assessment procedure as a whole posing a challenging question: 
the university is standing over...a process of examinations and of assessment [but] can you really be sure that it is actually an accurate measure of anything?

These are exactly the issues raised by Drudy and Lynch (1993, P232-233) in their critique of intelligence assessment. They are particularly critical of the items that are used in tests to “test”. Indeed they argue very often that these items are meaningless – “a set of symbols that are both restricted in range and artificial in form” (Drudy & Lynch, 1993, P232-233). This type of assessment they argue has a significant impact on students learning experiences. 

In part, academic staff acknowledged that the transition from print to online information and the associated mechanisms have enabled students to copy and paste material into assignments with no referencing and attempt to pass it off as their own.  
In the past if you copied somebody else’s homework and you presented it would be pretty explicit to you that that was being dishonest, right.  Now okay I don’t think it’s as explicit now that you’re crossing a line where you take somebody else’s stuff and you copy it into your assignment which is now your homework, right, and I think that all those visibilities both between let’s say peer reviewed and non-peer reviewed between what is protected information and what isn’t protected information, all those boundaries have all been blurred ... (Joe)

Fundamentally, this raises assessment issues as staff felt that the “possibility of surfing your way through 3/4/10 years in university” (Paul), particularly when done cleverly, is now possible. They argue that “unfortunately our assessment mechanisms are not so rigorous that we force that level of engagement” (Paul) that should be required at university. Furthermore, they do not feel that software such as Turnitin and other text matching software is the solution. Even outside of plagiarism, assessment came into question in the context of large class sizes and modularised structures. Joe said: 
When you read an assignment you’ll know the difference between someone that has engaged and someone that hasn’t but does that mean that the person that hasn’t fulfilled the minimum requirements you know? (Joe) 

This was discussed as being particularly difficult to monitor at undergraduate level.  It was considered a possibility that by playing the game “a student could float out and get stamped with a degree at the end of it” (Paul). In this context, Joe remarked the following: 
I mean it’s a little bit idealistic in that sense then to believe that students will want to engage whereas actually that’s not where we set the goal posts. (Joe)

Indeed, it is arguably unfair of academics and their institution to subject students to such rigorous processes if they fail in the first place to educate students and enable them to be information literate.

Student Services staff who said that they think that the structure of programmes, including modularisation, “brings it down to the kind of the bite size part of every programme” and that affects how students engage generally. Angela spoke about how she feels students play the assessment game: 
They just engage with what they absolutely have to so it’s that kind of lowest common denominator. (Angela)

They are not concerned with the bigger picture of their degree and instead she argued they are “unbelievably focused” on moving through the process.  She noted: 
I think the semester and the module structure forces them to be like that. (Angela)

These findings seem to portray a deficit view of students as perceived by participants. However, students are ill-equipped to deal with the challenges they face in Higher Education. A familiarity with mobile devices and Information Technology does not confer IL. The reality as described by student participants is that they are lost and overwhelmed by and fearful of the implications of IL or rather lack of IL can have on their work. This was also noted by the academics.  A consistent theme that emerged from this data was the sense that second level education was driven by an examination system and not by learning. Paul said: 
All the Leaving Cert tells you is that you were good at passing the Leaving Cert. (Paul)

Noel spoke about his memory of second level which involved extensive memorising: 
It was all memory and when I wrote in exams I was literally going back to like my mind’s eye, my picture, I could picture the page almost and I was just re-writing it. (Noel)

Paul also spoke about students who come to University to study a subject that they did well at in school. He used the example of French saying that students who come to University to study French often struggle at University because what school taught them was “actually not about French it’s about passing the exam.” (Paul)

New learning structures at higher education hinged on the idea that students are responsible for their own learning, differ greatly to the teacher led milieu of Irish post primary education. It is in this broader context that IL is situated but without any standalone status. 

6.4 Negative impact of poor IL on experience in Higher Education
The final impact finding in this chapter is around the absence of information literacy in students on their arrival to Higher Education. It emerged, particularly from the students, that their inability to critically engage with information and information systems, such as online libraries, library catalogues, reading lists, and Google, amongst others, was challenging.   Their struggle to find and negotiate information was also reflected in difficulties presenting the results of their investigations.  This was raised by academic staff, student services staff and students themselves. Librarians and key informants also recognised the critical role of information literacy in the student experience.
We want our students certainly in X university, now we have identified as a graduate... it is not the overarching graduate attributes ...it’s underpinning... its underpinning proficiency...it’s to do with the student, what you want the... how you want your student, what skills and knowledge you want your students to develop... what kind of graduate you want. (Paul) 

Indeed one librarian went so far to link IL to the entire lifelong learning experience. Sandra noted we should consider IL as: 
A portable skills set that you take but even as well to look at IL before the students come into us at our level. Like to bring it back to primary school , secondary school, the whole life cycle so that you know weaved all the way up to like retired people ... there is that whole life cycle with it and we have to play a part in that but ...  ... it is alien to them. ...  ... that might make the job easier for us in the future when you are looking forward in the sense of at least the seed has been planted before they come to us and we might be able to do more stuff with them maybe when they are here because we are not explaining the basic premise on which all of these , our skill, are about.  (Sandra) 
	
These concerns were addressed in the University of Strathclyde through the introduction of a standalone IL model in the School of Business. Students attested to this fact in the evidence provided by Johnston and Webber (2003). 
Student Services staff spoke about students “just feeling left behind”; Angela also spoke about how this struggle “just stops the engagement then” (Angela). Seamus also spoke about this theme saying that “I can see their minds are just boggled so it is a very intimidating area”; he said that information to the student creates “huge barriers” in their learning. 

Students themselves spoke about their struggles in this area. Colm described his experience:
And I was researching stuff and I would say in all honesty I had information that was useless to the assignment I was doing at hand.  I spent more time looking at stuff that wasn’t pertaining to what I was supposed to be writing about because I didn’t know. (Colm)

Aileen, also a student, spoke about how she continued to gather information which was at odds with itself and that this contributed to a great sense of confusion.  Aileen noted that she goes to free material on Google first and if she has no success there, she then turns to library books. If this yields no results, she then goes to her lecturer - this is a last resort.  At no point has she thought about going to the Library and library staff. 
No if I can’t find information what do I do?  Generally if it’s from the internet, if I can’t find it, I’d either go to books and if I can’t find it in books I’d go to lecturers.  Lecturers are normally the last people I’d go to, do you know that way like, or I’d ask a friend. (Aileen)

Also, it would seem that the online environment, in which students are expected to navigate, does pose challenges.  Students are not comfortable finding academic material online and they are unaware of how to get help to navigate these resources. Angela from Student Services made a comment on this saying 
I think maybe years ago when it was just the books ... it was always more acceptable I think to ask somebody ‘where will I find this on the shelf. (Angela)

This observation echoes how the proliferation of information now is overwhelming. Angela further points out that when students are looking at computer screens for academic information it isn’t obvious to students “who do I ask, where do I go?”  

The blurring of lines between print and online resources, and between social and academic environments, has created challenges that are negatively affecting the student experience. This is in keeping with Kitchin’s argument that boundaries are blurred in cyberspace and the rules of engagement differ in an online environment (Kitchin, 2003). These include issues discussed earlier including students not being fully aware of the need to cite and reference, not being aware of plagiarism, the lack of awareness of the difference between peer reviewed and non-peer reviewed information and so forth. In addition, students are also engaging on a superficial level with information as they are meeting tight deadlines frequently as a result of modularisation and their adaptation to an assessment culture that favours “bite size” modules and assignments. Furthermore, they are often engaging with a “fourth subject” (Seamus) which is critical engagement with online information and the need to articulate and present their own thoughts and findings at an appropriate level. Of real concern also is the issue of graduates not having information literacy skills and entering the workforce with this deficit. Angela raised this as a concern for the students, and also for staff who work with the students:
I think if we’re not producing graduates that kind of tick all the boxes of which information literacy is obviously only one but if we keep missing that box in the graduates then that is an issue for us. (Angela)

Bruce spoke about the inclusion of information literacy skills in the Primary School Curriculum in Australia and the value of this which may explain why Australia is now considering information literacy is such a broad way e.g. work place environments as they have integrated information literacy in the formal school system. She explained:
I would say even in primary schools they may not use the language of information literacy but these are all in there in the curriculum and watching my own child grow up I can see it. (Bruce)

Repeatedly, academic staff spoke about how in order to address information literacy skills at third level we need to consider what happens in primary and second level in Ireland. Bonnie suggested ... “I would have thought if you start this at primary school what would there be left to do by third level?” Paul also spoke about this saying he felt the second level system “is very deficient” as students are “rewarded for all sorts of other things at school” but critical engagement is not one of these things. Students themselves spoke at length about their memories of second level involving memorising and Noel in particular spoke about people he was in school with who can barely believe that he is now doing a PhD asking him “how did you get that far” as he described himself as being “mediocre” at school. This backs up the tension described by respondents between what is rewarded at second and third level. Higher Education is not engaging undergraduate students in the level of critical thinking it might consider either appropriate or desirable.  

6.5 Summary 
The research questions of the current study sought to explore the concept, ownership and impact of IL in Higher Education.  The current chapter presented evidence that explored emergent themes relating to the impact IL, or as I have demonstrated a lack thereof, in Irish Higher Education.

The findings as they relate to the literature were presented in three analytical strands that are of critical relevance for education generally but specifically higher education.  They are 1) Measuring IL, 2) Flawed Assessment in Education and 3) Negative Impact of Poor IL in Higher Education.

The findings illustrate that IL was a difficult concept to measure.  This parallels the findings of Bruce (1997) and Brabazon (2007).  IL is difficult to measure because it is a constantly evolving concept but also by virtue of the fact that different elements and realities of the concept vary across groups (e.g. ACRL, SCONUL).  This was also evident in the current study.  Ideas about how to measure IL varied across the study’s sample populations.  The evidence illustrated that academics see student ability to produce credible work with references as a measure of IL.  The KIs agree but then extend their idea of measuring IL into higher order thought linking it to learning paradigms.

The study’s findings also illustrated that the flawed methods of assessment in education relate to how students approach and engage with their work in higher education settings.  Structural constraints such as modularisation have the potential to reduce curricula to a “sub set of facts” (Freire, 1996) with the result that learning, as described by one academic, is reduced to completing just enough work to pass by and thus ‘play the game’, pass and move on to the next semester.  These findings mirror those of Brabazon’s Australian research (2007).
Understanding how difficult IL is to measure and how flawed assessment processes at higher education operate were necessary to fully appreciate the negative impact poor IL is having in higher education.  The findings that emerged illustrated that students are struggling to navigate through and differentiate between a plethora of at times, useless information when attempting to engage with their work.  Indeed the online/cyberspatial nature of the learning landscape and all its complexities was implicated here once again.  When faced with such struggles it became apparent that academics and indeed at time librarians did not emerge as a considered source of support for students, indeed they were a last resort. This suggests that a disconnect has emerged between teacher and learner as a result of poor IL.  This sheds light on how the overall student experience of teaching and learning and even life-long learning are then affected by poor IL.  This reality is not just having a negative impact on students and academic staff because one librarian lamented that their profession is at a loss when trying to assess the most effective way of bringing IL to students to enhance their learning.  






























The previous three chapters outlined findings of this study under three central themes (1) Concept, (2) Ownership and (3) Impact of Information Literacy (IL).  This thematic framework reflects the central components of the research question which was to examine the concept, ownership and impact of IL in Higher Education.  The current chapter applies Bernstein’s conceptual framework, particularly his Pedagogic Device conceptualisation, to the findings and provides a discussion of the contributions this study makes to the field specifically in the context of the Irish University sector. As outlined in the conceptual framework (Section 2.8) Bernstein’s work on knowledge development and knowledge boundaries, and explanations for why knowledge is included and or excluded in curricula,  provide a useful framework to analyse the findings.  For the purposes of this research Bernstein’s principles and conceptual framework are applied to information literacy in a Higher Education environment.  Bernstein argues that a strongly classified tradition exists in Higher Education which affects the hierarchical ordering of knowledge. Particular knowledge(s) and ways of knowing are considered more important (and more privileged) than others. The ordering and disordering principles of the pedagogising of knowledge refer to the Pedagogic Device. (Bernstein, 1975)  Singh suggests that Bernstein’s device describes where knowledge in its various forms (intellectual, practical) are converted to pedagogic communication (Singh, 2002, P573). 

The Pedagogic Device refers to the processes by which knowledge relocates, refocuses and relates other discourses to constitute its own order. The three key components or rules of Bernstein’s Pedagogic Device are (1) Distributive (2) Re-contextualisation (3) Evaluation.   It is through this triad model that the thematic findings of the current study, concept, ownership and impact are now discussed. This chapter illustrates how this triad model of the Pedagogic Device provides a sound analytical platform on which to discuss / conceptualise the thematic findings arising from the study, concept, ownership and impact of information literacy. It is at these junctions that the contributions of the current study are realised. 

7.2 Distributive 
The Pedagogic Device regulates power relationships between social groups by distributing different forms of knowledge. Consequently different pedagogic identities emerge. Different groups have access to different forms of knowledge. These rules indicate that meaning is limited arising from knowledge and depends on the knowledge one has access to. Divisions emerge between the “thinkable” and the “unthinkable”   (Bernstein: 1975, 1990, Singh 2002).
 
This idea is useful to understanding why a critical skill such as information literacy is not given greater allowances in the academic world and is further supported by considering macro level socio-economic forces (e.g. funding cutbacks) alongside changes in University processes (e.g. curriculum ‘delivery’, provision of information) (Brabazon, 2007). Therein, power and ownership and their role in determining who has access to knowledge and information are of critical relevance here. Taking IL as the important form of knowledge and tool to access knowledge it is demonstrated that unequal access to IL and poor IL skills impact on the current status of our universities. Ultimately and as illustrated in the analysis of students’ educational experiences it emerged that IL is not taught as educational knowledge despite such skills being outlined in Ireland’s primary school curricula. Additionally, there has been significant ordering and reordering of knowledge in information environments - which has the potential to disturb social control and behaviour – the need for IL skills and knowledge under such changing circumstances becomes paramount. 

Students’ statuses are changing. They are now producers and not just consumers of knowledge. Students in the study found the information needed for their academic assignments on sites such as Google. This finding is a recurring trend in Brabazon’s studies (2002, 2007). This trend of practice where students find their information on Google and other such sites raised many questions and concerns among the academic participants. One concern centred on the hierarchy of information particularly with regard to the popularity of information (e.g. number of hits on Google) compared to its credibility. Google and other such search engines have increased accessibility to information. However, this democratising of information has also demeaned or recontextualised expertise and scholarship since students are now presented with a world of information that is easily accessible. This has challenged privileged   knowledge held in esteem by the academy. The popularity of information is the new measure of credibility (Brabazon, 2007:22).  This was an important theme amongst the academics who raised concerns about no longer knowing everything about their subject but this was compounded by the availability of non-credible online information and how their students use such information to produce pseudo-scholarly work. 

In recent years they have felt a loss of control over their subject /discipline’s knowledge as new models of information emerge. From the data that has arisen it seems academic staff continue to engage with material in traditional ways. And while library staff are more familiar with new models of information they are rarely considered as the best placed people, least of all among students, to address the issue. Despite the library’s provision of IL classes, IL skills and the culture of IL in the University emerged as inefficient and fractured. The status of IL as knowledge in the University is low. When stacked up against other forms of knowledge, (e.g. Maths Support) IL emerges as under privileged and absent from multiple curricula across the campus. To understand this trend in detail requires interrogating pedagogic identities and their impact on the development of IL in the University. Different pedagogic identities emerged between the library staff and the academic staff. Very few of the academic staff noted that IL was in- built into their curricula. With non recognition of the librarian in the actual teaching process being the norm there is an absence of synergy between academic staff and library staff which impedes and prevents the development of IL at University level. 

Consequently, IL remains an outstanding challenge and while the Library and librarian lead the IL agenda at University it seems their role at least in the eyes of the academic is an ancillary one. On the surface, library staff are valued and important to the function of the library but this value does not apply to their role or contribution to the actual teaching of students or curriculum development. 

Crucially, the findings pertaining to Ownership, illustrate that at times libraries are unseen and ill-regarded in terms of their centrality to teaching and learning. Some key informants suggest that libraries have led IL on an agenda that is parallel but not in tandem with pedagogy.  Conversely, some felt that libraries are “precious” (Belshaw) about the term IL with the result that the concept has not developed to its full potential. Another key informant spoke about the “metavision” role of the librarian in leading the IL debate in an appropriate way and highlighted the role of the librarian as enabler. 
“Librarians were the academics that taught internet studies when it was a really, really young discipline and so I always had enormous respect and looked up to the librarians as the front of, you know, enabling these new literacy environments.” (Brabazon)

Bruce spoke about the “powerful opportunity” of IL when academics and library staff work together thus making the case for integrated synergised approaches to IL at University where it is embedded in the curriculum and consequently legitimated and institutionalised as an important form of curricular knowledge and not simply a stand-alone accompanying aspect of curricular learning at University. This co-operative model parallels Bernstein’s “special relationship” between units and content in a closed relations environment. 

Nonetheless, it is not without practical challenges. The data illustrates academic staff do value library input but they themselves are constrained by a modularised system i.e. units that limits their teaching in terms of time, curricular content and modes of assessment. Additionally while students acknowledged the Library’s existence they remained unaware of the extent of the educational assistance they could receive from the Library.  They principally considered the library as a repository for information and demonstrated little or no awareness of the overall concept of IL and the role of the library in that concept and in their own learning experience. Furthermore librarians were aware of their peripheral position in the pedagogical framework and believed that their role was not understood or even valued:
Whenever I say ‘Oh, you know, library training for your students’, I think sometimes the perception is there - rightly or wrongly - that some academics think ‘Oh, just send them down to the library’ and sort of this babysit thing and they mightn’t necessarily understand what it is we’re about. (Sandra)

A sense of confusion emerges surrounding the role of the library illustrating a very broad spectrum of utility that varies from the library being very important and powerful, to it being a non-existent player, to being almost obstructionist in developing the concept of IL. Conversely, there is no confusion or doubt about the importance of information in education and to our economy. The confusion lies in terms of where and how this need will be effectively addressed i.e. in how the distributive function/role of the Pedagogic Device operates.

In this way Bernstein’s thesis on knowledge curriculum offers an opportunity to understand this problematic matrix. If, as he suggests, the selection, classification, distribution, transmission and evaluation of educational knowledge reflects power (Bernstein, 1973:85) then it is worth considering information literacy within this light and specifically the role of the Library and Librarian. 

At the outset I aimed to create an interdisciplinary dialogue between Library and Information Science and Education. Findings illustrate that information literacy parallels but is not central to or part of educational knowledge. This further reflects on the power or lack thereof held by libraries and librarians. At interview, Brabazon spoke about the challenges facing IL ownership. She argues that IL is powerful as is the potential of libraries but the reality is that this power has not always been fully enabled nor has it transcended the traditional structures and processes affecting and embedded in higher education.  She articulates this point making reference to gender – the subject of which lies outside the realm of this thesis – notwithstanding this fact it is worthy or noting and indeed merits further study albeit from a different theoretical framework:   
The overwhelming majority of librarians are women so that is about power and that is about injustice and that’s about sexism and we can pretty that up as much as we like but the profession that was dominated by women has been treated as a support profession. (Brabazon)

Findings demonstrate that in terms of distributive rules the continuity of trends and traditions in terms of University structures, work practices (academic and librarian) and the heretofore placement of IL only in the field LIS inhibits the development of the concept.  Moreover, it problematises issues of ownership.  More importantly, however, and in the spirit of the University as a place of learning, it means that unless information literacy becomes part of the privileged knowledge it will retain its parallel to content and unit and its adjunct position as a subject at university. Furthermore, the absence of information literacy within the curriculum will further contribute to privileging non academic information sources.   

7.3 Recontextualisation   
The second component of Bernstein’s triadic model of the Pedagogic Device is recontextualisation. Recontextualizing rules regulate the formation of specific pedagogic discourse. These are for ‘delocating a discourse, for relocating it, for refocusing it’ (Bernstein, 2000). Findings from academics illustrate that the relocating or refocusing of information to an online medium or mechanism has transformed how staff and students engage with information and has also presented challenges for how they view and engage with information.. Consequently it is now challenging what is privileged and established discourse, as one participant explained: 
Well it’s interesting that the mechanism has transcended all these other issues like integrity, ownership, access, you know. (Joe)

Information literacy encompasses key skills traditionally required in academic discourse such as citing and referencing. However, it has become a far more critical and powerful skill in the online information landscape. More generally applying a geographic lens to the analysis at this point facilitates conceptualising the online environment as an actual space where people go. Llittle is known of this space and place which has extended contemporary learning environments. This yields some interesting observations. Students and staff referred to online information as something ‘out there’, in an unknown land. The fact that information is stored on servers outside of the Library and University, whose accessibility is omnipresent, conjures up geographical images of an external, uncontrolled and unknown space that has become an important reality of contemporary teaching and learning. Kitchin (Kitchin, 1998,  P385, referencing Gibson, 1984) notes that that the space of ‘cyberspace’ is a geographical “space the imagination enters and interacts with”.  The author’s use of verbs when describing what people can do on the internet is particularly interesting.  The internet, he argues, allows people to “explore... browse... exchange... participate... transfer... search... take part in... run...” (Kitchin, 1998, P386 referencing Gibson, 1984) invoking a sense of a highly interactive dynamic space.  It is in this space where students actively learn/e-learn and produce work. 

It is evident from respondents that the current information landscape has moved information from a print to an online environment available 24/7 thereby changing how we talk about information and knowledge and how we use it. This has challenged traditional university mechanisms and processes since they are not aligned with new and ongoing development. As Singh (2002, P2) outlines “through recontextualization a discourse is moved from its original site of production to another site where it is altered as it is related to other discourses. The recontextualized discourse no longer resembles the original because it has been pedagogised or converted into pedagogic discourse”. 

Yet “cyberspatial” developments are important (Kitchin, 1998) As he outlines firstly, cyberspatial communication challenges traditional ideas about communication; Secondly, cyberspatial interaction blurs boundaries in human interactions and communication in cyberspace and changes the rules of engagement between people since the rules differ from real space and cyber space. This is of critical relevance for the current study for understanding how students engage with the abundance of online material and ultimately for, how they produce work as discussed in Chapter Six. These findings build on the previous findings of Brabazon (2002, 2007) particularly in the context of the impact of Information Literacy.  Thirdly, and with particular geographical undertones, Kitchin explains that cyberspace is “transforming space-time relations and creating new social spaces that lack the formal qualities of geographic spaces.” The data arising from the interviews with the academics lends itself to Kitchin’s ideas here. Academic staff believe that information is no longer held in a defined formal university environment. 

Kitchin’s geographical perspective is applicable to student learning and work. Brabazon (2007, P20) argues that there are many problems with student work, attitudes to learning and consequences of learning as a result of increased availability of information in cyberspace specifically in terms of how students engage with their learning. She notes:
There are major consequences to our students, their future and our educational system if we are apathetic rather than proactive in the building of an information scaffold, rather than allowing a search engine to define the parameters of effective research. (Brabazon, 2000, P20)

This ties directly with Kitchin’s assertion that the “rules of engagement” online differ to rule in “real world spaces” (Kitchin, 1998).  Academic staff reiterated these difficulties in the strongest possible terms when speaking of issues of plagiarism and how students produce work and these issues raised serious moral concerns among the academics. 

 For Brabazon (2007) however these rules of engagement are hinged upon students being information literate i.e. understanding how to manage and use information that is freely available online and as demonstrated in Chapter Four of the current study the students themselves revealed that they do not know how to manage and find information online and often expressed feelings of being lost when engaging in online searches – a finding that parallels the work of Winter et al. (2010: 802) who have argued that internet users in general  may simply be “lost” in a digital world and unable to find the information they need.  

This strong sense of space provides a visual way of understanding the recontextualisation that is taking place in terms of how information is viewed, used and managed. More importantly, however, it elevates and broadens the issue because it invokes feelings of how the medium has changed, affected and challenged academic practice.  As one academic noted:   
The medium really does shift how we see the information, it changes, it’s not like stealing a book.  It’s not like coming in and taking something off a shelf. It feels different. (Bonnie)

This sense of feeling “different” has radical consequences for how information is used and abused and is something that universities struggle to manage.  Moreover, it has direct consequences for the issue of ownership as discussed in Chapter Five. Clearly cyber spatial developments have recontextualised the format of information and information behaviour generally but specifically at university. Additionally, there is recognition of the impact and significance of cyberspatial influences in how we work with information now and potentially in the future. Kitchin explains that:
To some, knowledge and information are in the process of replacing labour and capital as the central variables of the western economy: the processes of production, consumption and management are becoming increasingly reliant on knowledge generation, information exchanges and information handling. (Kitchin, 1998:388)

The current findings indicate that both students and staff are struggling with the cyberspaciality of contemporary information and that the recontextualisation of information is challenging academic discourse.

7.4 Evaluation 
Evaluative rules, as the third component of Bernstein’s Pedagogic Device are concerned with recognising what counts as valid realisations of instructional (curricular content) and regulative (social conduct, character and manner) texts (Singh, 2002, P2). Essentially they are concerned with assessment. 

A consistent theme to emerge was one of agreement amongst participants that IL matters. It is essential for enabling meaningful engagement in a teaching and learning environment. Students who do not have information literacy skills are not in a position to fully and discriminately engage with information at University and are thus limited in their ability to source relevant information, to interpret it accurately, to evaluate it and to use it critically in coursework such as assignments and examinations and this has implications for their accreditation and future work prospects. 

The inability to source and manage information across a range of levels and requirements was expressed by students who felt disenfranchised when they come to University and are expected to find, use, evaluate and interrogate information. Typically when students struggled in this regard they developed coping strategies of information behaviours such as asking friends, searching Google etc. in order to meet the challenge of finding information and completing coursework.  In doing so, however, they did not necessarily improve their own information literacy skills. Rather, this interim style behaviour or ‘pseudo work’ often allows student to simply get by and progress at basic levels in their respective courses. 

Similarly, university staff are challenged by information literacy. Staff spoke about how ill-equipped they felt when trying to help students to address their IL difficulties. To use Bernstein’s terminology the “evaluation rules” are now challenged by information literacy demands.  Given that both staff and students are working in a modularised system many potential solutions are thwarted by the rigidity of timeframes and a continuing overemphasis on content. In terms of information literacy the units and content are no longer working and like the academic / library staff relationship lack synergy. Furthermore, staff themselves struggle to stay abreast of information and information developments in their disciplines. Both staff and students thus expressed concerns about the consequences of the evolving nature of IL skills in terms of academic output from staff and students and long term about for the ability of students to transfer their IL skills into the workplace. 

When analysing information literacy using evaluation as a lens we can consider interesting questions. Firstly, evaluation raises questions about literacy. Consider the idea of a student who could not read or write coming to University. In ways this is unimaginable not least because universities are centres of thinking and their foundation is one of intellectual endeavour. At their very core are knowledge and understanding, and a commitment to facilitate learning and enquiry for their students.  Though no university would ever admit that its students were illiterate, the findings of this study indicate that we are operating in a world where many students find themselves, in the context of higher education and information literacy, unable to read or write.  They are unable to read the correct and most appropriate material because they are unable to source it. Many remain unable to write in the manner and to the level required because they lack the higher order critical thinking skills necessary to build arguments based on critical evaluation of multiple modes of information. This is yet another finding that echoes the work of Brabazon (2007: 15) who noted “As each semester progresses, a great proportion of my students are reading less, referencing less and writing with less clarity and boldness”. Similar findings have been more recently noted in the United States (Arum 2013, Arum Roksa 2011). 

In terms of finding, using and managing information for academic work findings negate assumptions that traditional school leaving students, typically younger students, are comfortable with all online environments and that they can confidently and correctly navigate this world in all its guises. Prensky’s (2001) suggestion that these students are “digital natives” who are comfortable with technological developments and online environments is strongly contested by the current findings. Indeed I question if the “digital native” ever really existed. Prensky’s (2001) suggestion that these students are “digital natives” who are comfortable with technological developments and online environments is strongly contested by the current findings. Indeed I question if the “digital native” ever really existed. Indeed Prensky has revised his digital native idea quite considerably and the literature largely argues in favour of my findings i.e. that the concept of a digital native or a digital immigrant are unhelpful and even flawed (Thomas, 2011, Routledge).   Those of us working at Universities see younger students struggling daily with information literacy issues many of which involve digital technology. “Digital natives” seem as equally uncomfortable as “digital immigrants” with this new information landscape. Indeed “digital immigrants” may actually have an advantage in that they assume that they will encounter a digital learning curve which extends to IL.  Because of this assumption they are frequently more open to available supports and more likely to seek help.  Whereby their ‘digital native’ counterparts may assume that their relative familiarity with mainstream technology automatically equates with a possession of the necessary IL skills including the technology associated ones.  In addition, the lived experience of mature students may equip these digital immigrants with transferable critical thinking and adaptation skills which they have developed over time and through informal and experiential learning   which school leavers could not be expected to have.  The new information environment may in fact reinforce the more traditional ideas that older equates with wisdom and youth with naivety.  In a rapidly changing information environment students and staff, young and old, are struggling with the challenges of keeping up let alone staying ahead. 

7.5 Summary 
















This research aimed to investigate the development of the concept of Information Literacy (IL), ownership of IL and the impact IL is having in Higher Education (HE) generally but specifically in the Irish case.  The research question outlined a number of specific areas of investigation: What is IL, how is the concept developing, who owns it and what impact is it having in Irish Higher Education? 

In light of the findings discussed in Chapters 4-6 key contributions that this study makes are as follows:  
(1)	I created a transdisciplinary dialogue between LIS and Education using Basil Bernstein’s Pedagogic Device (1975).
(2)	For the first time findings are presented which explore the concept, impact and ownership of IL from an Irish Higher Education context.
(3)	Findings justify the need for IL to be recognized as a knowledge concept and this contributes to current literature in the field Bruce (2008), Secker & Coonan (2013).

IL has traditionally been located only in the field of LIS.  I created a transdisciplinary dialogue that required IL be removed from LIS and placed in the field of Education.  Additionally I use Bernstein’s (1975) Pedagogic Device to further my position and shed light on why the concept, ownership and impact of IL need to be explored from this transdiciplinary perspective.  Considering IL in this way illustrates the need for greater understanding of IL generally and specifically its impact in HE in Ireland. It is in this way that the current study makes its contribution.  A brief concluding discussion of the main findings is presented next and followed by an outline of the study’s limitations, the recommendations arising from the study and potential areas for future research.
Main Findings: At a glance
Information Literacy (IL) emerges as a multi-layered, complex and nuanced phenomenon.It is understood in different ways by different people:Key Informants are most familiar with the complexity of IL.Librarians understand IL in a more applied way3. Students, Academics and Student Support Staff have limited knowledge of the concept itself and its terminology.Generally, IL is struggling to be recognized as a distinct subject area in its own right.  This lends itself to explaining the complexity of IL since it is often confused with other literacies and skill-sets.Its centrality to supporting meaningful and ethical teaching and learning, particularly in terms of engaging with information is well recognized among all participants, most notably the KIs and this parallels the current work of Secker & Coonan (2013).  In this way IL emerges as a powerful learning force that should be integrated into curricula to support all types of learning as advocated by Bruce (2008) and Secker & Coonan (2013). Greater partnership is needed in HE between Libraries and Academia to inform both students and staff about IL and its centrality to teaching and learning.

An Instrumental Case Study methodology (Stake, 1995) was employed and qualitative research methods, namely one-to-one interviews and focus groups, were conducted.  The research instrument was a semi-structured interview schedule.  The total sample population of research participants (N= 19) was comprised of five sub-sample populations – Key Informants, Academics, Students, Librarians and Student Support Services Staff.  As noted in Chapter Three the Instrumental Case Study is a flexible method and in keeping with the Case Study methodologies encourages the use of multiple data sources since this increases validity and reliability because triangulation between the multiple data sources is possible (Yin, 2003).  Rich, thick and insightful qualitative data emerged from the data collection process. Analysis of this data provided very interesting findings that were discussed within an analytical framework that developed from the initial research question. This analytical framework provided a means to examine that data and findings in terms of concept, ownership and impact of IL while simultaneously situating the findings within the literature.  The findings were presented and discussed in Chapters Four through Seven.  A brief review of the main findings will now be presented thus illustrating key areas where the current study makes its contribution to the field.

8.2 Concept – What does Information Literacy (IL) mean?
Key Findings
Contested terminology and concept IL means different things to different peopleThe spatial aspect of information and its relationship with IL 

International definitions illustrate that the concept of IL uses diverse terminology (ACIL, ALA, CONUL) since its original conception in 1974 (Kurkowski, 1974).  Indeed the terminology is contested.  The current findings illustrate that this continues with some participants being familiar with the concept and its terminology and others being limited in their understandings.  It appears that a conceptual boundary remains that keeps IL within the field of LIS and this prevents IL from permeating into and having a solid impact in education.  It has been noted in the IIQ that the channels and initiatives through which IL is presented in Higher Education are also diverse. For the most part in the IIQ, IL is a stand-alone Library initiative with very few integrated initiatives and only one embedded initiative in operation on-campus that extend beyond the Library and into academic departments.  It is here that Bernstein’s (1975) Pedagogic Device serves as an important theoretical tool for situating these findings and understanding why conceptual ambiguity prevails when considering what IL means.  It also explains why IL has not been harnessed effectively within education because its power to support learning has never been understood or applied in any meaningful way and this has implications for its ownership. 

In keeping with the contested nature of its terminology, the findings here also revealed that IL means different things to different people – what I have described as ‘situated information literacy’ in Chapter Four.  Stark differences relating to IL behaviours emerged between students and staff.  Staff simply expect students to be able to engage with IL because this is what the academy expects yet students are at pains to explain that they do not have the skills to find, manage and evaluate information properly because they simply have not been taught how to do so.   Moreover, students further justified their need to have familiarity with IL as they understood the impact a lack of IL has on their academic performance.   





IL is powerfulLack of ownership of IL presents challengesThe role of the Library and Librarian is challenging

The power of IL in learning was acknowledged by participants.  The IL graduate was described by one Academic as “enhanced product” as IL initiatives equip students with life long learning skills that extend beyond Higher Education. This finding parallels Johnston & Webber’s (2003) findings in Scotland. However, while the power of IL is acknowledged its potential has not been realized. 

Findings suggest that as long as IL remains in LIS its potential is limited. Indeed one key informant goes so far as to say that librarians could have harnessed the power of IL in a more effective way (McGill).  However, in defence of librarians the findings indicate that their experience of IL is very much from an applied LIS perspective and not an Education one.  This raises the important question of who should take responsibility for IL?  The findings in Chapter Five suggest that University processes and mechanisms (e.g. Modularisation) inhibit the effective teaching of IL. As long as IL remains as a standalone library initiative without being constructively aligned to the curricula (Biggs 1996) it will continue to be owned by the Library and fail to reach its full potential.  Indeed at no point during the research process did participants reach consensus on who should actually own IL. 

Findings suggest that the Library and Library staff were associated with IL. However, this emerged as somewhat problematic particularly for one KI (Lupton) believed that IL should not be owned solely by the Library but that it is part of a broader Educational context. Yet another (Brabazon) argued that it should remain a responsibility of the Librarians since “they are the guardians and custodians of information”. However, she noted the importance of the broader educational / information context as has been discussed in the previous section (Spatial aspect of information).  Bruce argued that librarians have played “a strong leadership role” and have the potential to continue to do this in the future.  In order for IL to move from a “library skills” to a “knowledge concept” further partnership needs to take place between librarians and academic staff. Only then when librarians assume a “pedagogic identity” can IL move forward as a distinct knowledge concept in its own right and cease to be a library skill. 
8.4 Impact
Key Findings
Measurement of IL, like measuring education, is difficultFlawed assessment practices in education affect ILLack of IL and poor IL skills have a negative impact on Higher Education

In light of the fact that the terminology and conceptual identity of IL remains fluid and contested as discussed in Chapter 4 it is therefore difficult to measure.  At best on campus measures for assessing IL are based on examining students’ bibliographies but this measures IL as a “library skill” rather than as a “knowledge concept”.  This reductionist approach to assessment parallels the reductionist assessment processes that emerge as flawed realities within the broader modularized provision of teaching and learning in HE. This reflects Freire’s (1996) banking model of education that was discussed previously. 

What emerges then is how important IL is to HE. The importance of IL emerged in a negative way in terms of how it was discussed. Students, staff and librarians spoke about the negative way a poor IL skills base inhibits meaningful engagement with information. This then has the potential to hinder meaningful engagement with Education. 
8.5 Limitations and suggestions for future research
This research presents a complex and nuanced understanding of information literacy. There were some limitations to, and constraints in the study which I outline here.

The findings present a snapshot over a two year period. While this is a short timeframe it is purposeful. Perhaps a longitudinal analysis of information literacy over the course of an entire academic year would be beneficial where students, staff and curricula could be tracked over time. This could allow for a larger scale quantitative examination of the research questions. 

While the sample size, (N=19) is small it was adequate for the current study. A larger more robust sample may be achievable if a similar study, with quantitative elements, was undertaken as a University led initiative where greater resource provision could increase the scale of the study and its sample size thus making it more generalisable. 

This study is limited to mapping the territory rather than enacting change – yet - further research with the possibility of including action research could be undertaken to explore the effects of IL interventions. 
I used the lens of the Pedagogic Device to consider knowledge and curriculum in Higher Education. I acknowledge similar challenges in Primary and Post Primary Education but this study was limited in examining only Higher Education. 

8.6 Recommendations and Conclusions 
This Chapter presented key findings arising from the current study. These findings reflected the three key components of the Research Questions which sought to explore the concept, ownership and impact of IL in HE in an Irish context. Key findings and contributions are now outlined and on foot of this practical recommendations emerge that are worthy of attention and consideration in the field of Higher Education. 

In the first instance a solid and clear clarification of what IL is, is needed in HE in Ireland. It needs to be recognized as a knowledge concept rather than a library skill. IL needs to be considered in a more holistic and less applied way by academics and librarians.  

More support is needed for IL in HE in terms of not only acknowledging its potential but also in terms of centrally positioning it within the curriculum. Its benefits need to be fully appreciated as a lifelong learning skill to enhance learning. 
There is a need to further acknowledge the wide and diverse information landscape and the challenges that this brings to everyone in HE. It is important not to underestimate how intimidating this environment is and how difficult it is to navigate.  In this respect it is important not to make assumptions about the users therein. As the findings have illustrated we currently are making assumptions about some users and their abilities. It is unfair to expect a young person who is fluent with social media to be information literate. Additionally, when it comes to IL, we need to reinterpret pedagogic identities and begin to consider situating IL practitioners in the field of Education. 
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Appendix 1: Participant Consent Form

Project Working Title: “Information Literacy: Development and Impact”
Researcher: Mary Delaney Antonesa
Contact details: Mary.Antonesa@nuim.ie (​mailto:Mary.Antonesa@nuim.ie​) / 01.7086447
 Please initial 
box
 I have read and understand the attached information sheet about this research project
I agree to participate in this focus group and if necessary for a follow up interview
I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I can withdraw at any time
I agree to being recorded and if necessary subsequently transcribed by an outside agency
I understand that those recordings and transcriptions will be considered confidential, analysed by the researcher alone, and destroyed once the research project is complete 











Senior Librarian for Learning, Teaching & Research Development, NUI Maynooth 
&
Part time Doctoral Student, School of Education, University of Sheffield 

You are invited to take part in my Doctoral research project which has been approved by the School of Education at the University of Sheffield. Before you decide it is important for you to understand why the research is being done and what it will involve. Please take time to read the following information carefully and ask me if there is anything that is not clear or if you would like more information. Thank you for reading this.

What is the project’s purpose? 
The key enquiry and research focus of this Doctoral thesis is centred in the field of Information Literacy (IL) within Higher Education. In particular this study sets out to investigate the nature of the phenomena of IL and present an understanding of its current and evolving relationship with literacy, the learning environment and the creation of knowledge. The purpose of this study is to establish a better-researched understanding of the relationship between IL, learning and knowledge creation. Specifically, this thesis investigates the nature of the concept of IL, how it is developing, who is developing it and critically what impact it is having. These themes will be explored via a series of focus groups within Ireland and beyond to present a rigorous assessment of the development and impact of IL in higher education. 

Participation
This research will be carried out using Focus Groups from four sectors in higher education. These four sectors are the following:

 (1) Library staff from academic libraries 
 (2) Academic and Academic Support Staff working in Higher Education
 (3) Students in Higher Education 
 (4) Key experts worldwide who developed the concept of IL 

Focus Groups are a form of group interview with reliance on the interaction between the group and the researcher. This method brings together a specifically chosen group of people to discuss a particular theme (Cohen, 2007, P376*).  They focus on a particular issue and the interaction between all participants could bring about insights not possible in a one to one interview setting. If you do decide to take part you will be given further information (and be asked to sign a consent form) and you can still withdraw at any time without having to give a reason. All the information collected during the course of the research will be kept strictly confidential and will be anonymous. If you are interested in taking part I can discuss this with you in detail.

What will happen to the results of the research project?
















*Cohen, L. 2007, Research Methods in Education, 6th Edition, Routledge, Taylor & Francis, London & New York





Introduction  	Establish expectations and norms	
Section 1: Concept Development 	To find out what information literacy means to this group, identify awareness of concept, how it is practiced by these informants, review how they think the concept is evolving in their studies and establish their understanding of various terms such as information skills, information fluency, information literacy etc. 	
Section 2:Ownership 	To find out how much students feel they need information literacy or do they feel it is a library issue, to establish how much they think it is part of the teaching, learning and research process and to explore what exactly they think IL encompasses in terms of literacy. 	
Section 3: Impact 	To get a sense of their general approach how/ if IL is impacting on how they learn and how they construct assignments etc. Most importantly to establish if they are being assessed  in IL and if so how this is happening. 	
Section  4:	What would influence the decision to include IL in future? 	To find out whether there is any connection for them between teaching and IL or whether it is just regarded as a library skill of no relevance to their studies? 	
Section 5:	What is the role of IL in the longer term?	To find out whether there is any awareness for them of the connection between IL, their classes and institutional strategy e.g. to widen access, to enhance flexible learning, enable global citizenship etc .	





Qualitative Discussion Guide Student’s interviews

Overall Objective:




	Purpose of the meeting
	Norms – already met some of these students but need to re-focus their attention to IL and its role in their learning i.e. the sessions they attended in the Library and other ones they may have had from within their academic departments. 






Aim: To find out what they understand information literacy to mean and how this concept is “fitting” into their learning. 
	How long are you aware of the concept of IL and what it might mean to you when preparing assignments etc? 
	Can you give me a flavour of the semester for you: what IL initiatives if any did you attend? When did they hit?
	What IL topics did you have to cover?  Did you attend them yourself, were you sent by you lecturer? 
	IL can be called many different things, what terms do you use and what terms if any are more meaningful for you?

Section 2 Ownership (10 mins)
Aim: to start finding out the reasons for engagement/non-engagement in more detail. 
	What do you think about IL at this moment in time? [this is to elicit any anxieties about why they didn’t participate, again reassure that anything they have to tell me will be useful, and acknowledge pressures on time etc.]
	How did IL to link with your work this semester?
o	Probe: why it did/did not link with their work
	If you feel you did not engage with IL, can you link that with anything else? 
o	For example, was it lack of time? Did you need to spend time on something else more urgent? 
o	Lack of understanding of what it means? 
	If you did engage with IL what had you envisaged as the outcome of and your involvement in it? Did it work as planned? Did the sessions meet your expectations?

Section 3: Impact (15 mins)
Aim:  To get a sense of the impact of IL in teaching, learning and knowledge creation.
	Has IL had any influence on the ways that you learn?  
	To try to find out if they think it has a place in their assessments 
	To try to find out if it is perceived as an add on or is central to learning ? 
	Has it made you prepare assignments differently ? 
	If you have been assessed how have you assessed? 
	If you were not assessed did this impact on how you prepared work i.e. bibliographies, references etc ? 
	What are your opinions on an accredited course  – for example an accredited IL module – eg of these already in place here? Would this be something that would encourage more participation on their part?

	In your experience has IL impact on how you prepare assignments and if so how? 
	Do you need help using the wide variety of information available to you  i.e. with bibliographies, referencing etc? 

Section 4: (10mins)
What would influence the decision to use IL in future
Aim:   To find out whether there is any connection for them between learning and IL, or whether it is just regarded as back-up, as support from the Library. If they do think it has a role in their learning, what is that role, and how can they be supported in using IL more extensively.
	What do you think would help you to attend IL sessions in the ways you want to?
	In terms of IL do you think it should come from the Library or from your lecturers?  
	What could the University do to help you engage with IL?
	What should the Library be doing in the future?
If you could change anything about what we do in terms of IL in the university, what change would you make?
Do you think there is a future for IL your subject areas and studies?

Section 5: (5 mins)
What is the role of IL in the longer term?
Aim: To find out whether there is any connection for them between their studying and their student experience with class sizes, retention, enhancing flexible learning, facilitating global citizenship etc 
	What do you think is the place of IL in your learning in the longer term?
























^1	  Big Blue Project : http://www.library.mmu.ac.uk/bigblue/
^2	  Council of Australian University Librarians   www.caul.edu.au/content/upload/files/caul.../InfoLitStandards2001.doc
^3	  Jane Secker , Libraries, Information literacy and E-Learning, ; Reflections from the digital Age https://janesecker.wordpress.com/
^4	  New Curriculum for Information Literacy available at :  http://newcurriculum.wordpress.com/page/2/
^5	  TREC Transdisciplinary Research on Energetics and Cancer Centres. Source : http://www.obesity-cancer.wustl.edu/en/About/What-Is-Transdisciplinary-Research 
^6	  Irish Research eLibrary http://www.irelibrary.ie/about.aspx
^7	  Wikipedia is a Web 2.0 initiative.  Web 2.0 - a term popularised by Tim O’Reilly, founder of American media company O’Reilly Media refers to the second generation of products and services now available to facilitate collaboration and sharing.
^8	  Association of Colleges and Research Libraries (ACRL)  http://acrl.ala.org/ilstandards/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/Framework-for-IL-for-HE-Draft-1-Part-1.pdf
^9	  Prof. Richard Arum. Maynooth Education Forum 2013.
^10	  The Primary School English Language Curriculum notes “The development of information retrieval skills and the ability to use information technology will provide the child with the means of gaining access to new knowledge. Furthermore, the way he/she is encouraged to question and use this knowledge can play a significant role in the development of cognitive abilities.”  (Government of Ireland, 1999: 7)
^11	  http://www.qualitative-research.net/index.php/fqs/article/view/175/391
^12	  This file was kept separately to the file containing the de-identified recordings.
^13	  http://dissertationrecipes.com/wp-content/uploads/2011/04/Ontological-humilityx.pdf
^14	 Bulling is Irish slang for “being furious” 
^15	  http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/assets/documents/resources/database/id477_aligning_teaching_for_constructing_learning.pdf
